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VISISTADVAITIC EPISTEMOLOGY 

Every sentient being forms certain assumptions right 
or wrong and this process of forming assumptions will be 
checked whenever there are certain obstructions: Non- 
rational beings have no power of discrimination and so 
cannot discriminate between the means, instruments, 
results, sources, validity or invalidity of their assumptions. 
But man is a rational being and he needs all these. 
Whenever he goes wrong he tries to rationalize his 
assumptions to avoid all kinds of misconceptions and 
misinterpretations. When he realizes that he has gone 
wrong he doubts about the means, sources, instruments, 
the application of procedure, the inter-relationship and the 
whole machinery and tries to locate the defect so that he 
may arrive at the correct position. 

To achieve this accuracy he has theoretically postulated 
four actualities namely: prama, pramithi, prameya and 
pramana. 1 This has been followed by all savants of the past. 
The root Hl^ h\A meaning correct measurement has 
yielded these four words in combination with the 
preposition w pra”. 

These are standards of measurements by means of 
which wc can test the validity of our knowledge. The means 
of valid knowledge are pramanas and pramithi is acquired 
valid knowledge. Prameya is the object of knowledge and 
prama is right apprehension. Valid knowledge is possible 
only when the whole machinery is valid and it depends upon 
three constituents, namely, the sense organs, the samskaras 
and the objects to be known. 

The knowledge that we get through the external 
instruments such as the five sense organs is objective 
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knowledge whereas desires, imaginations, fancies, 
fantasies, etc., formed by the mind, which are subjective, 
also belong to the attributive consciousness of the self. Pure 
subjective knowledge is self-existent. This is otherwise 
known as "Svarupa jnanam or DharmijnananT which is the 
native state of the spiritual entity. The Nyaya school 
postulates that this subjective or substantive knowledge is 
conceived by the mind < 3TTc*TT Absolute 

monism affirms that the subjective entity is unknowable. 
The Sankhyas opine that the self-luminous subjective entity 
can be known through the Antahkarana. But Visistadvaitic 
epistemology says that the subjective entity is self-luminous 
and is felt through the attributive knowledge or 
Driarmabhutajnanam. 

Even regarding objective knowledge there is 
controversy and different schools of thought posit different 
theories apparently opposed to one another. 2 

There is thus wide difference of opinion between one 
school and another regarding the theories of knowledge 
and error. It is therefore necessary to go into the doctrine 
of pramanas, as propounded by this school, to know the 
line of thought, on which the truths of this school are 
established. 

Visistadvaita epistemology is based on its ontology. 
Brahman is the only ultimate Reality according to this 
school. Both the material and the spiritual are attributes of 
the one and the only Transcendental Being. But, the concept 
of Brahman, according to this school of thought, is not an 
undifferentiated impersonal absoluteness of consciousness. 
On the other hand, it is an all-conscious being characterized 
by innumerable auspicious qualities. Brahman is c Satya’ or 
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the real, which transcends both physical nature and finite 
selves. It is absolute consciousness and absolute Ananda. It 
is infinite. It is the one substance par-excellent which has 
everything else as its Mode. The world of Nature and the 
world of selves cannot exist independently of Brahman. 
According to this school, the ultimate reality which is 
omniscient, omnipotent and omnipresent reveals itself in 
its attributes: the chit and the achit, and knowledge is 
ultimately knowledge of Reality. The subject object 
relationship is a fact of reality, where both of them meet 
together. The ultimate knowledge that is obtained in the 

ultimate analysis is of the real, as stated in the Gita 
^ | 18-20) 

Knowledge: 

All Indian systems of thought admit that knowledge 
is got by the subject-object relationship, as in ‘I know this' 

‘3rfrrT 

:* I p-174) 

Knowledge is possible only when there is a subject and 
an object. Knowledge is always about an object: There can 
be no knowledge, if there is no subject. Knowledge thus 
relates to the knower and the known. It is visayavabhasa 
or illumination of an object to the subject. As Visistadvaita 
holds that all objects are only revelations of Brahman, in 
the ultimate analysis, knowledge is not merely the 
illumination of some object, but the illumination of 
Brahman itself. 

The Sankhya, Yoga and Arhata schools maintain that 
the Antahkarana itself is the subject or Jfiata, whereas the 
schools of Nyaya and Vaisesika hold that the Atman or the 



4 


Vi&stadvaitic Epistemology 


self directly perceives, directly conceives, feels, understands 
and happens to be the propelling force. The Sankhyas and 
their allies say that the Atman or Chetana has no direct 
contact, and they attribute the fact of knowledge to the 
sensitive mind. The mental faculties by virtue of their 
emergence from the same substance, namely the 
primordial matter, are said to be capable of the process of 
knowing them, whereas the spiritual substance, being 
entirely different from the evolutes of matter, cannot work 
in consonance with it. But, in Visistadvaita the Jlva or the 
self is the subject of knowledge. The Jlva, though atomic in 
nature, is verily capable of knowing anything through his 
Dharmabhutajnanam or attributive consciousness. This 
attributive consciousness is capable of a double function, as 
it illumines itself, as well as other objects of knowledge. 

The process of knowing commences with the 
sensations and finalises with the self. Objects are perceived 
and conceived and synthesized by the mind, with the unity 
of self- consciousness. The objects are relatively external to 
the self, and it knows the objects through its knowledge 
aided by the channels of the senses. The world of physical 
objects exists independent of consciousness, and the subject, 
or the self-conscious Atman is different from the object. 
The real subject of every judgment is the supreme being 
who is the indweller and inner self of all things. He is the 
ultimate knower. Brahman is the knower in us as our inner 
self, and is the ground of all knowables in the ultimate 
analysis. 

The attributive consciousness or Dharmabhutajnanam 
reveals all objects of nature. Though this is different from 
the self and can be distinguished thus, it is inseparable from 
the self. The relationship between knowledge and the self 
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is one of ‘aprithaksiddhi’ (non-separable relation), and not 
one of Samavaya as in the Nyaya system. Atman is 
substantive consciousness and has attributive consciousness 
as well. This attributive consciousness is Svayamprakasa 
(self-luminous) and has also Arthaprakasakatva, or the 
characteristic of illumining objects. It reveals itself and also 
other objects. It is not self realized like the Atman. 3 It is 
like physical light which can only c show but cannot know 5 . 
This attributive consciousness is eternally all pervasive to 
the Nityas and Muktas as well as the supreme Being. But 
for others, during the phenomenal state of samsara, it is 
subject to contractions due to Karma. In the state of Mukti 
or liberation it attains its original state of infiniteness and 
all-pervasiveness. This attributive consciousness persists 
even in dreamless sleep and in swoon, though not 

experienced then. 4 The experience (I slept 

well) bears evidence to this. This consciousness is a spiritual 
quality of the Atman. It is eternal but contracts and expands 
like a substance due to Karma, so is a substance also. It is 
both a Dravya and a Guna. 5 This is similar to prabha or 
luminosity which is verily the quality of a substance, 
prabhavat. 

Thus knowledge is the illumination of an object for 
the sake of the Atman. The self or the Atman is the subject. 
Each self is both subject and object. It is the subject when 
it illuminates but is an object when it is illuminated in turn 
by the attributive consciousness. 6 Jnana is not inert or jada 
but self luminous or Svayamprakasa. It is Svaparanirvahaka 
in its function of illuminating, and is realized as such, self¬ 
luminosity of consciousness lies in the fact that it 
illuminates an object to a subject at a particular time. It 
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follows from this that it need not be self luminous to all at 
all times. 




t, *1^1 f^TRtsf^T I 


Nayyayikas do not recognize the fact of 
'Svayamprakasatva 5 of knowledge. They argue that 
knowledge is cognized by 'manasa pratyaksa’ or mental 
perception. They posit a second unit of knowledge for the 
revelation of the first unit, as knowledge by itself is not 
capable of revealing objects of experience. This is called 
Anuvyavasaya. 

This theory of Anuvyavasaya is not admitted by the 
school of Visistadvaita. If the second unit of knowledge 
called Anuvyavasaya is assumed for the revelation of the 
first unit, it must be pointed out that this second unit, being 
itself unrevealed, cannot reveal the first unit. It requires 
another anuvyavasaya and that again another and so on 
leading to infinite regress or ‘anavastha’. If it is argued that 
this second unit of knowledge called 'anuvyavasaya’ is self 
revealed, we point out that it is better to regard the first 
unit itself as 'self-revealed 5 . 


Anuvyavasaya is therefore not necessary for 
knowledge to reveal the objects of experience. Knowledge 
itself is self-revealed. We know that we know a thing at the 
same time. 7 If this is not admitted, omniscience cannot be 
attributed to God. It cannot be argued that Omniscience is 
only self-experienced and not self-revealed. Further, the 
common experience of Dharavahika vijnana cannot be 
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explained, if the characteristic of self-revelation is not 
admitted of knowledge. So it must be admitted that 
knowledge is self revealed. 

The Kaumarilas argue that knowledge is to be inferred 
on account of object revelation. This view is criticized by 
the school of ViSistadvaita as unscientific. 9 It is said in the 
above school that prakatya or Jnatata or Prakatata is a 
product of the cognition of an object, and that this prakatya 
leads to the inference of the cause, namely cognition. It is 
natural that prakatata should lead to the causal collocation 
and not to cognition. To argue that cognition which was 
unrevealed is inferred from cognizedness would take us no 
where as it serves no practical purpose. On the other hand, 
it is not possible to apply this principle of Prakatyanumeya 
regarding objects of the past and the future. It must 
therefore be admitted that knowledge is essentially self- 
revealed and is not inferred from some other characteristic 
of cognizedness. 

The special features of Visistadvaitic epistemology can 
be summarized as follows:- 

L Reality is knowable in all its levels and aspects. 

2. Knowledge presupposes a knower and an object of 
thought. 

3. The Atman is of the essential nature of consciousness, 
qualified by attributive consciousness 

4. Substantive consciousness is self-realized, whereas the 
attributive consciousness reveals itself as well as other 
objects. 

5. Substantive consciousness is a ‘Self-aware 5 or ‘pratyak 5 
principle, whereas the attributive consciousness is not 
aware of itself being a »parak 5 principle. 
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6. The substantive consciousness is ever effulgent, and is 
unaffected by any transformation. But the attributive 
consciousness is subject to contraction during the state 
of Samsara, owing to the impact of Karma. 

7. The attributive consciousness regains its original state 
of purity and all-pervasive nature during the state of 
liberation. 

8: The attributive consciousness or Dharmabhuta jnanam 
is both an attribute and a substance. 

9. Pleasure, pain, desire, aversion and effort are all 
different aspects of Dharmabhutajnanam, and are 
implied in it. 

10. Knowledge is ‘Brahma Dristi’, as Brahman is the 
ground of all knowledge, as well as the experiencer of 
all in the ultimate analysis. 

Knowledge is self-valid: 

Knowledge is ‘Svatah pramana’ or self-valid in its 
essential nature. This self-validity is inherent- in its very 
nature. 10 

The Mukta or the liberated self apprehends all things 
of his own accord as ordained in the Vedas as 

etc. The validity of the knowledge there, cannot 
be due to any adjuncts or any external factors. It means the 
intuition of the soul is essentially self-revealing and self- 
valid, and self-validity is natural to knowledge. This applies 
to all knowledge in general. All knowledge grasps the 
corresponding objects and reveals them. This is its self¬ 
validity. 11 

Moreover Bhranti or erroneous knowledge cannot be 
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a fact, as knowledge is not divided into illusion and non¬ 
illusion at all. 12 Then what are we to say about the shell- 
silver illusion and the yellow-conch illusion? Illusion is 
caused by two factors namely, the Vaiparetya of Svarupa 
Nirupakadharmas or the Vaiparetya of the Nirupita 
SvarupaviSesana. The former is the example for the first, 
and the latter for the second. The shell-silver experience is 
an instance of Svarupa Nirupakadharma Vaiparetya. Here 
the Svarupanirupakadharma or the characteristics that 
determine the silver are grasped, instead of those of the 
shell. The ‘Yellow-conch’ cognition is of a different type. 
Here, the determining characteristics of the conch, or the 
‘conchness’, is grasped whereas the Nirupita- 
Svarupavi^esadharma, or the defining details are not 
completely grasped. The yellow colour instead of the white 
is grasped there. This invalidity is caused by certain defects 
in vision, or other extraneous factors, and as such, the self 
validity of knowledge is not in any way hampered. 

Difference between PramS and Apramfi: 

As enunciated above, the school of Visistadvaita 
admits that ‘Jnanam’ (knowledge) is self-valid and true. It 
also affirms that the real or the Sat alone is cognized and 
as such integrity of experience in all levels is accepted. The 

world of selves and matter is in Brahman-\tf**H^4 ylrlfetci^ 
Brahman is Satyasya Satyam, as it is the indweller in the 
chit or the finite self, which-is the inner self of the Achit 
and so distinct from it. It is only through Brahman that 
both the Chit and the Achit get their value. This divine 
immanence in the object and the subject forms the 
background of all knowledge. 
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According to this Theory of Knowledge there cannot 
be any division of Prama and Aprama, into two watertight 
compartments as all knowledge is, in the ultimate analysis, 
of the Real Object and a Fact of Life. The knowledge of 
the omniscient Divine is always Prama. The Dharmijnanam 
of the Nityas and the Muktas is ever shining, and it is 
always self-luminous, being far from any kind of 
contraction at all, and so is Prama. The Dharmabhuta 
jnanam or attributive consciousness of the bound self is 
subject to limitations and contractions, under the stress of 
Samsara, and this attributive consciousness is conditioned 
by physical defects and takes the form of truth or falsehood 
according to the situation. So the division of Prama or 
Aprama is applicable to the attributive consciousness of the 
Samsarichetana or the bound-self only. 

Some epistemologists of this school defined Prama as 
‘Samyaganubhavah’ (or thorough apprehension of an 
object) as they wanted to exclude memory from right 
apprehension, though they admitted Anyathakhyathi. 
Those who accepted both, namely memory and 
Anyathakhyathi defined Prama as Yathartham Jnanam or 
the knowledge of an object as it is. Some others who 
rejected both the above defined Prama or right 
apprehension as Anubhuti. All these definitions serve the 
purpose of distinguishing Smriti from Prama. 

Smriti or memory is not denied the characteristic of 
Prama by Desika. If memory has no characteristic of right 
knowledge, then recognition, based on this, will turn out 
to be Aprama. Memory functions in many fields of our life, 
and it is essential for unbroken meditation and selfless 
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devotion. Knowledge born of mere reminiscent impressions 
is memory, and though it is mediate and does not grasp an 
object, it is necessarily due to the former apprehension, and 
so it is not baseless. It corresponds to objective reality 
experienced before, and so gets itself included within the 
province of Prama. 13 That is why Prama is defined as: 



*TR I 


^TT/qft - 92 


The two words namely Yathavasthita and 
Vyavaharanuguna are significant in this definition. 
Yathavasthita is a term that signifies the realistic attitude 
of this school. The term means the existence of things as 
they are and so includes all aspects of knowledge both 
subjective and objective. The term Vyavaharanuguna 
emphasizes the purpose of knowledge. Knowledge must 
be able to fulfil the purposes of our life. It should be 
conducive to the progress of humanity both material and 
spiritual. It must satisfy the practical interests of our life. 
Vyavahara here applies to hana (rejection) and Upadana 
(acceptance) of undesirables and desirables respectively. 
Knowledge must be able to fulfil the purpose of also 
sabdavyavahara, as human experience is not solely limited 
to hana and upadana. Sabdavyavahara is one of the 
essential features of human activities and is therefore part 
and parcel of Vyavahara. Internal consistency is thus 
implied by these two terms. The soul, suffering under the 
stress and strain of Samsara, has certain objects to attain, 
and true knowledge helps him to realize his aims. Thus 
right knowledge or Prama has a definite purpose to serve. 

This definition of De&ika is free from the defects of 
Viparyaya or wrong notion and Samsaya or doubt. 14 
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Viparyaya or wrong notion is different from Prama. Firstly, 
a wrong notion is to take one thing for another. Secondly, a 
notion of contradictory and untenable properties of a 
particular object, the essential attribute of which is cognized 
in general, is also an example of Viparyaya. This is of many 
types owing to the appearance of one or more of the 
opposite qualities. The ‘Yellow-conch 5 experience is an 
example of the appearance (Sphurana) of one opposite 
property The theory of being one and different at the same 
time, as put by the Jainas, is an example of viparyaya of 
many opposite visesas or qualities. The Theory of the 
Monists, that the world is neither real nor unreal, is 
another example of viparyaya of the same type as above. 
All these instances of wrong notion do not any how imply 
contradiction and are different from doubt. 15 

In all these instances there is a consciousness of the 
objects qualified by these qualities leading to a wrong 
identification. The experience of the ‘Double Moon 5 and the 
‘Little Moon 5 is, again, a case of viparyaya, as the qualities 
of doubleness and littleness opposed to the oneness and 
bigness of the moon play prominent part and push them 
aside, though the moon is cognized with its essential 

attribute. This is an example of 

the appearance of many particularities that are mutually 
contradictory. The cause of viparyaya is either wrong 
identification, as in the case of the rope snake, or super¬ 
imposition as in the case of the Yellowconch. The Gita 
explains that Rajas and Thamas are verily responsible for a 
wrong notion. To mistake dharma for Adharma and 
Adharma for Dharma, as well as Karya for Akarya and 
vice-versa, is a case of viparyaya. Viparyaya is far from 
prama or right apprehension and to exclude this from 
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prama the term ‘yathavasthita’ is used in the definition by 
De£ika. 


The above definition excludes Samsaya also from 
Prama. What is Samsaya or Doubt ? 




p - 92 


Doubt is caused by the cognition of contradictory and 
incompatible qualities of two objects at one and the same 
locus. Here the Dharmi or object of cognition is 
experienced along with incompatible features. ‘Is it a post 
or a man’?, is an example of doubt. The ‘tallness’, common 
to the post and the man, is cognized and this gives rise to a 
cognition of contradictory features, and the mind fails to 
decide whether it is a post or a man, as it finds in that one 
object both the qualities of‘posthood’ and ‘manhood’ which 
are contradictory and incompatible to one and the same 
locus. There will be cognitions of these incompatibles; 
alternatively and simultaneously as in the case of a swing 
that gains a forward and a backward move at the same 
time. 16 Thus in doubt or Samsaya there is the cognition of 
contradictory alternatives and this leads to indecision. 
Though there is decisive contact or ‘Dhridasamyoga’ of the 
attributive consciousness with the object there is also an 
indecisive contact of the same Dharmabhutajnam with the 
many incompatible features 17 . The loose sense object 
contact gives rise to the cognition of incompatible and 
contradictory qualities resulting in doubt. Such a kind of 
cognition cannot be Yathavasthita and so is not right 
apprehension. 
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Anadhyavasfiya is not PramS: 

Anadhyavasaya of the type of ‘What may be the name 
of that tree which has been distinguished by some 
logicians as different from doubt, is also included under 
Samsaya as alternatives are implied there also. 18 

Even conjecture or Uha is -a kind of cognition which is 
not definite and so is not Prama 19 . Here also there are two 
alternatives and the characteristics of one manifest 
suppressing the other, and so this also is a case of doubt 
alone. The definition of right apprehension or Prama given 
by Desika is synoptic, and this excludes from its sphere, 
wrong notion, doubt, Anadhyavasaya and conjecture by the 
term Yathavasthita, and applies to practical life by the use 
of the word Vyavaharahuguna. Thus Visistadvaitic 
epistemology is not severed from life, but, on the other 
hand, is related to it wholly. 

Apramfi or erroneous cognition or Bhrama: 

Strictly speaking there cannot be any distinction 
between Prama and Bhrama in this school, in the ultimate 
analysis, as every cognition is of the real. The attributive 
consciousness of the finite self is subject to contractions on 
account of Karma as mentioned before, and as a 
consequence of this, it loses its purity and all-pervasive 
character, under the stress of Samsara. In this stage error 
creeps in. Error is due only to Avidya-Karma of the finite 
self and does never happen either to the Absolute or to the 
liberated or to the eternals. 

This distinction between Prama and Bhrama is also one 
of degree, and this disappears when the attributive 
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consciousness is freed from its contractions of Karma. We 
must examine empirical experience in this light and find 
out whether they are Prama or Bhrama. That which has a 
practical utility, and that which leads to the furtherance of 
the ends of life happens to be Prama, whereas that which is 
contrary to this is Bhrama. 20 

If the cognition of an object as it is, is Prama or right 
apprehension the cognition of an object otherwise is 
Bhrama. To cognize the shell as shell is Prama, but to 
apprehend it as silver is Bhrama. How are we to explain 
this then ? According to the principle of quintuplication, a 
minute element of silver does exist even in the shell and 
this happens to be the cause of its cognition as silver. But 
that is not Prama as that cognition of silver in the shell 
becomes badhita on account of irs infinetesimalness. So the 
criterion for the validity or invalidity of a cognition happens 
to be the fact of its being contradicted or not contradicted 21 

Yatharthakhyathi Theory of Visistadvaita : 

The theory of error according to the school of 
Visistadvaita is described by Desika as Akhyathisamvalita 
yatharthakhyathi. 22 According to this theory all knowledge 
is Yathartha or, knowledge of an object as it is. In the 
yellow-conch illusion the yellow colour of the eye is 
transmitted to the conch and that experience of the 
yellowness of the conch is real and is due to the real cause 
of the bile in the eye, and not due to self-deceptive Maya. 
The finite self obscured by Avidyakarma is the seat of error. 
Error is therefor due to either real defects or Upadhis. 
Illusions of all types are erroneous perceptions but they 
are manifestations of consciousness that subsist and are 
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facts of experience. These are not non-existent. They are 
real effects of real causes. The illusion of the double moon 
or the yellow-conch or the fire-brand circle, are all due to 
either the defects of the eye or real Upadhis. If they are 
not (Vyavaharanuguna or) able to satisfy our practical 
needs of life they are false or Aprama. 23 Prama or right 
apprehension is not only applicable to practical life but must 
also be Yathartha. 

Then how is an error caused? Whenever there is an 
apprehension of the essential characteristic of a thing, the 
thinghood of that thing is cognized and becomes Prama. If 
the essential part of a thing is not observed or missed, 
error or Bhrama ensues. 24 

Theory of Error: 

The Theory of Error according to Ramanuja is 
Yathartha khyathi. Errors can be grouped into certain types 
such as hallucinations, dreams and illusions. 25 All these are 
facts of experience and manifestations of knowledge. They 
are real effects of real causes. Hallucinations are due to 
real psychic disorders and the experience is real to the 
subject at that particular time. Dreams experienced also are 
real, being the result of the past Karma of the dreamer. 
The objects of the dream world are all creations of God 
suited to the specific merit or demerit of that particular 
soul. Though dreams are subjective they are actually 
experienced. Illusions may be broadly classified into two 
types viz., perceptual and non-perceptual. Instances of 
perceptual error such as the shell-silver illusion, yellow- 
conch illusion, red-crystal illusion, a mirage, a fire-brand 
wheel and others are all real effects of real causes. These 
are due to the defective sense material on account of which 
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the thinghood of that thing is misapprehended. When it is 
found out that the water element in the mirage or the silver 
element in the shell is of no practical value, the illusion 
vanishes. The doctrine of panchikarana or quintuplication 
affirms the fundamental unity of nature, and expounds that 
everything has an element of every other thing in itself. 
This happens to be the background of illusion. When the 
main part is revealed there is Prama or true knowledge. 
But, when the thinghood of a thing, as well as its difference 
form others, is not grasped, illusion ensues. These are all, 
therefore examples of Yatharthakhyathi alone. These did 
not become Prama on account of their failure to promote 
the practical interests of life. 

There are errors that relate to the moral and ethical 
conceptions also. Rajas and Tamas are described as causing 
non-apprehension and misapprehension. This kind of error 
is due to real defects of Samskaras of the finite self 
labouring under the impact of Karma. As Kanada has put 
it Avidya is due to either Indriyadosas or Samskaradosas. 
Patanjali points out that Avidya is to mistake the non¬ 
eternal for the eternal, the impure for the pure, sorrow for 
pleasure, and the non-self for the self. 

3Tf^n’ I 

(P.Y.S. 2-5) 

Th t province or error is thus very wide and includes 
within itself perceptual and non-perceptual error. All errors 
are real effects of real causes, and tests of pragmatic 
verification have got to be applied to correct those 
erroneous impressions. Error is real and relative and is due 
to extraneous factors and not due to Avidya, the 
inexplicable principle of Monism. Ramanuja comes to the 



18 


Visistadvaitic Epistemology 


conclusion in his Sri Bhashya, that all knowledges is real 
and of the real. 

It is some times described by some scholars that 
Ramanuja's Theory of Error is "Anyathakhyathi" of a 
special kind different from that of the Nayyayikas. 26 The 
basis for this conclusion is evidently a statement of 
Ramanuja in his Bhasya. viz. 

3T^snW^5cnW3PP>fta:’ (S.B. 1-1-1). This statement 
occurs there to reduce all theories of error other than his, 
to Anyathakhyathi, which of course gets refuted further 
giving room to his own Theory of Yathartha khyathi. The 
celebrated commentator of Ramanuja, Sri Sudarsana Suri 
shed s much light on this conclusion. 27 But the opinion of 
the above scholars favouring "Anyathakhyathi" is not 
altogether unfounded. From a careful study of Sarvartha 
Siddhi of Desika under stanzas No. 9, 10 and 11 of the 
Buddhisara, we learn that even among the followers of 
Ramanuja there were two schools of thought from very 
early times, holding two different views of Anyatha khyathi 
and yathartha khyathi. Desika's conclusion is of course in 
favour of the latter only. 28 

When we examine the theory of Error carefully we 
realize that the principle of Yathartha khyathi underlies 
allothers, as all projections and presentations are only 
modal manifestations of the "One Absolute", the "Sat". Just 
as the theory of Aparyavasana vritti explains that all words 
connote the Supreme in the ultimate analysis, the theory of 
error ‘Yathartha khyathi 5 explains all instances of error, in 
the Final analysis, as real experiences due to real causes. 

To sum up 



Vi&stadvaitic Epistemology 


19 


1. Error relates only to the attributive consciousness or 
Dharmabhutajnam of the embodied self. 

2. This is due to the non-apprehension, of the 
determinate characteristics of an object and of its 
difference from others. 

3. Error is part of Reality both as an act of thought and 
as the object cognised by that act. 

4. Error is a real experience due to a real cause. 

5. Error is due to extraneous factors like defective sense 
organs or defective Samskaras. 

6. Error can be finally corrected by means of Pragmatic 
verification. 

Theories of other Schools examined: 

The Anirvachanlya khyathi of the Advaitins says that 
all things apprehended here as shell-silver or any other 
thing are not real, but only distortions of the Reality. The 
Reality which is undifferentiated universal consciousness is 
unknowable. All these presentations are therefore mere 
products of Avidya. In the shell-silver illusion neither the 
shell nor the silver is real. The silver in the shell is neither 
existent nor non-existent. So it is indefinable and is the 
result of the indefinable nescience or Avidya. This view 
point of Anirvachaniyakhyathi is totally discarded by the 
school of Visistadvaita as unreasonable and untenable. For, 
existence or Sattva and non-existence or Asattva cannot 
reside in the same thing at the same place and time. If 
something exists like Brahman it cannot be non-existent. If 
a thing does not exist as the hare’s horns it cannot exist at 
all. These two are incompatibles and cannot exist in one 
and the same thing at the same time and place. So then, 
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anirvachaniyata is not a fact of apprehension at all Defining 
the indefinable is again a self contradiction. 29 It is further 
argued that the presentation of silver said to be 
indefinable, is not a product of Avidya. .It is not an illusory 
manifestation against the background of Brahman as 
maintained by monistic epistemologists. Silver as such is 
not totally discarded as illusion. The experience namely 
‘this is silver’ is contradicted and there is only badha and 
the presentation of silver in the shell in this instance 
amounts to only Anyatha Khyathi and not Anirvachanlya 
Khyathi. 30 

The futility of Anirvachanlya khyathi is established by 
Ramanuja in his Sri Bhasya. Seven kinds of incompatibilities 
namely (l) ^TT^n^TTfrT: (2) ( 3 ) 

(4) ( 5 ) Wm-jqqfrT: (6) 

(7) are charged against the 

Theory of Avidya. These charges are further elaborated by 
De&ika in his Satadusini. 

The epistemologists of Monistic thought posit a 
substratum for Avidya just to avoid Nihilism and their 
concept of Avidya is proved to be unreasonable and 
untenable. When this itself is untenable what to say of the 
Niradhistana Bhrama, or baseless illusion of the Buddhists. 
The Atma khyathi of the Buddhist idealist is also said to be 
self-contradictory. These Vijnanavadins say that only forms 
of consciousness caused by super-imposition are 
experienced and Vijnanas are said to be of two kinds 
namely Alaya Vijnana and Pravritti Vijnana. Visistadvaita 
refutes this Theory as opposed to all human experience. 
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Our daily experience reveals to us many objects other than 
the mind and there cannot be any identity between the 
Grahya and Grahaka. 31 How can cognition arise without a 
corresponding object? Moreover the four causes of - 
cognition namely Adhipathi, Sahakari, Alambana and 
Samanatantra cannot be set aside. As such, various objects 
are responsible for varied cognitions. The Buddhist nihilist 
posits the theory of Asatkhyathi. This theory of error 
negates not only external objects but also the Vijnanas of 
the Yogachara school. Reality according to the Sunyavadin 
is Sunya. The object of cognition is Asat and as such both 
Prama and Aprama are Asat. 

This theory is strongly refuted by Vedantic schools. 
ViSistadvaita has repudiated this theory of error with all its 
strength. The states of existence or non-existence apply 
only to things that really exist and so the theory of 
nothingness establishes, on the other hand, only the reality 
of things. Error cannot occur without having a locus or 
substratum. An object is experienced always with spatial 
and temporal relationship as 'this pot is here'. If ‘there’ is 
real, then an Adhara becomes existent, and the theory of 
nihilism is smashed to pieces. If spatial relationship as 
‘there’ is denied, there is no possibility of an error at alL 
As such the theory of Nihilism positing Asat khyathi is also 
unfounded. 

To sum up - knowledge is an illumination of an object 
to the knowing self 32 . The self is self-luminous and is of 
the nature of substantive consciousness, Jnanaswarupa. The 
universal self as well as the finite selves are thus self- 
shining consciousness. They have also consciousness as their 
attribute. Thus Jnanam is of two types namely Dharmi 
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jrianam and Dharmabhutajnanam. Dharmi jnanam is only 
self revealing, whereas Dharmabhutajnanam reveals itself 
as well as others. It is Swaparanirvahaka. Knowledge is 
self-valid and self revealed. The attributive consciousness is 
subject to contractions during the state of samsara due to 
Karma, and it attains its original state in Mukti. All kinds 
of feelings like pleasure, pain, desire, anger and others are 
all various effects of the attributive consciousness. The 
unseen sin or merit is again the will of the Divine to reward 
or punish, and these are the results of the attributive 
consciousness of the Divine. 

The Dharmabhutajnana has different states of both 
right knowledge and wrong knowledge in the state of 
Samsara, but in the state of liberation it is perfect, all 
pervasive and ever shining. 

The utility of knowledge in the furtherance of our 
moral, ethical and spiritual purposes is thus properly 
emphasized in the synoptic definition of Jnana as adopted 
by this school. 

Pram fin as and Their Number: 

Significance of Pram&nas: The analysis of the 
Pramanas in any school relates to the prameya of that 
particular school. An exposition of the Pramanas based on 
right authorities is also essential for the sound standing 
(for all time to come) of the philosophical structure of that 
school. The means of right knowledge must also necessarily 
be valid as the knowledge it is going to establish. 33 The 
statement C I speak the Truth 5 must also be true, in the same 
way, as the statement it is going to make. Thus, Pramana 
establishes itself as well as other objects. 34 Pramanas are in 
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a way standards for examination, verification, modification 
and confirmation of our knowledge. 

A mention of Pramanas is made in the Thaithiriya 
Aranyaka where four terms namely Smriti, Prathyaksa, 
Aithihya and Anumanam are stated. 35 The Nyaya-vaisesika 
logic deals with Pramanas in a significant manner. The 
medieval logicians treated this doctrine in such a way that 
it could be applied to the religious systems of all schools 
and on account of this pure treatment this came to be 
termed as ‘The science of right knowledge 5 ; 

Visistadvaitaic logicians have in their own way 
reconstructed the Nyaya logic according to their philosophy. 
Sri Vedanta Desika has made a glorious contribution 
towards this cause by writing an important work namely 
Nyayaparisuddhi. The very title of this work suggests that 
this is a purification or re-orientation of the system 
propounded by the great Gotama. The great Gotama or 
Aksapada, the author of the Nyaya sutras is renowned as a 
great thinker of authority and the foremost of sages, which 
implies in his Aptatamatva. 

Though Gotama, the originator of the Nyaya system, 
is not counted as a Thamasa or as a deceiver, yet his 
exposition cannot be totally acceptable to the school of 
Visistadvaita as his Thesis is opposed in many respects to 
the teaching of Vedanta, and also as he is exposed by the 
author of the Vedanta Sutras. 36 Therefore his school like 
Vaisesika or the Samkhya is not a proper authority for 
spiritual perfection. 

‘cfelUN^IISTTTT^ rl ^ I 
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d-dlU^dlft 1 d^lUtirrHftu{<i II* p-86 

The Brahma sutras make a categorical rejection of all 
such views as are opposed to the scriptures. 37 The great 
Ramanuja comments in this context as follows; 

$rf*nTT: 

I* tff>TT.2-l-13 

Vedanta Desika, known for his Samanvaya. dristi, has 
made an attempt to syncretise the Nyaya system into 
Vedanta wherever possible, but has summarily rejected such 
of the views of Gotama which are irreconcilable with the 
ontological position of Visistadvaita. The guiding principle 
for acceptance or otherwise of the theories of other schools 
is stated by himself as follows; 

‘W HlfttaftUcfeK: Hlrfld ^ | 

«UsqiR«lRglft UMlftHdtadU^ri: II 

«ri%fwiT n’ p-86 

Only such of the things that are diametrically opposed 
to the standpoint of the holy texts and the sutras are 
rejected, whereas those that are not objectionable to the 
system are adopted. 

Vedanta Desika has analysed the Nyaya system with 
reference to the position of Visistadvaita, and has, so to 
say reconstructed Visistadvaitic logic with reference to the 
Nyaya system. We will now briefly go into the essentials of 
Visistadvaita logic. 
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Visistadvaitic logic accepts three means of right 
knowledge namely pratyaksa or perception, Anumanam or 
inference and &abda or verbal testimony. We may study the 
special characteristics of these means of right knowledge 
as admitted by Visistadvaitic logicians. 

The importance of Pramana sastra has been 
significantly expressed by Desika as follows; 

‘ymuiAdlW I -p- 90 

Pramanas arc three fold- I This 

three fold division is acceptable to Manu also. 

rT TTTCsj I 

jpt n’ 

Sri Vishnuchitta states in his prameya samgraha: 

‘MHIU|«'ts4nfe|c||^iAr^s| fAsWIUlrd 

p- 94 

Though Smriti is established as a valid means of right 
knowledge, yet it is included in pratyaksa, and so does not 
form a different Pramana. 

Tatvaratnakara of Parasarabhatta states: 

‘TTr^Srrf^WRT TTJrftrf ir<* fq q ^ITT 

The Taittiriya aranyaka names four Pramanas namely 
Smriti, Pratyaksam, Aithihyam, Anumanam and it is implied 
here that Pratyaksa is not inclusive of remembrance or 
Smriti and so there is no change in the number of 
Pramanas. 38 . 
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According to the above the number of Pramanas in 
Visistadvaita logic is only three, and could be reconciled 
thus by continuing Smriti as a Pramana though included in 
perception. The statement of Prajnaparitrana namely, . 

II* p-95 

enumerates the four fold means of knowledge as (1) sense- 
object contact, (2) Lingagrahana or grasp of pervasion; (3) 
verbal testimony and (4) Samskaronmesa. This fourfold 
nature of acquisition of knowledge does not admit Smriti 
as a right means of knowledge. The same author further 
states that there are five means of right knowledge 
according to Jaimini and Vyasa: 

W umuilft |T p - 95 

The Thesis of the author of Prajnaparitrana is not 
irreconcilable, as in the ultimate analysis the number of 
Pramanas comes only to three. In the above quoted passage 
the two viz., Swayamsiddhi and Divyam are counted as 
different Pramanas to make up the number of five, along 
with perception, inference and scripture. But these two 
namely Swayamsiddhi & Divyam get themselves included 
under perception alone as Visistadvaita explains ‘divyam 5 as 
that kind of pratyaksa which is acquired by the grace of the 
Lord. 

9 | p - 95 

From the above analysis it becomes clear that though 
some of the celebrated logicians of this school counted four 
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or five means of right knowledge, when closely examined, 
they get themselves included under only three Pramanas 
namely pratyaksa, Anumana and Sabda. 

n. PERCEPTION 

Definition and significance of perception: 

Pratyaksa or perception is very significant as all our 
experiences begin with this. We perceive the external 
objects through the senses and know about them. What all 
we perceive is real according to this school. Perception 
reveals a part of Reality as only certain aspects of reality 
are perceptible. Many aspects of reality are not cognizable 
through the functions of the sense organs and that is why 
other Pramanas, like inference and Sabda, are admitted as 
valid means of right knowledge. Of the three Pramanas, 
perception however is the first means, and this stops 
somewhere giving place to other Pramanas. 

Vedanta De&ika discusses the definitions of pratyaksa, 
as given by some of his predecessors, and after analysing 
them gives his own definition in his ‘Nyayapari&uddhi'. 

1. Sri Visnuchitta defined Pratyaksa in his prameya 
samgraha as follows: 

JlrUSfH I mijlM fit: I 

p - 95 

2. Sri Parasara Bhatta defined perception in his 
Tatvaratnakara in the following words 
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3: Sri ; Varada Visnu MiSra defitied the same in' his 

ManayathathSthyanirnaya as follows: ' ”■ 

3reffsnnn 3Trcr^n^ i Ttrnn 341 m 0 i?tr tpt 

f<t¥ll TTR ? 

i<*«<»«»’HlOC£cq«^;I’ ; j > 95 

The first definition states that Frathyaksa ds an 
Aitubhava or apprehension. This is said to be Saksath or 
direct. This SaksStva is JatKi or the characteristic feature 
(or directness) of this apprehension . 

i. i The second dqfipition points out that perception is 
direct knowledge based on the sepse-object contact, This is 
not indirect as ip the. case of inference or vefb^j testimony 
that depend upon Vyapthi and Sabda respectively. 

The third definition declares that perception grasps the 
objects of sensation clearly, and results in a .direct 
experience of the objects. The subject or the self-luminous 
self £tts a ‘direct ind intuitive experience of the Objects 
when its dharmabhQtajfdma reaches them through the 
sense' channels. This would be a very vivid illumination of 
dh,e external objects to the knowing subject. 

All these three definitions affirm that perception is an 
immediate experience, of the objects. Immediacy or 
Saksatva is said to tie the differentia of perception. iBut even 
in inference and Sabda, there ensue in the long run, an 
illumination of the object and a, direct intuitive experience. 
Saksatva is the. general characteristic -of .all kinds of 
knowledge as every type of knowledge naturally implies 
Vi&adavabhasatva or Vivid' mahifesfation. So then, to 
differentiate perception from: the other two means of valid 
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knowledge, Desika has posited his own .definition qf 
Pratyaksa as mentioned hereunder;- ;; > < 




Wr*Wlf|ra»: I* 


:V. 


p. 95 


The above definition of DeSika is all-comprehensive 
and matks clearly'the boundaries of perception. It also 
signifies the differentia' bf perception from; other; means of 
knowledge. Prathyaksafn is defined as Sak?Stkariprama : Or 
knowledge that is immediate. It means that this does not 


n$ed any other "type t of khovylcdgie. This characteristic 
feature of not depending upon any other knowledge is the 
differentia of perception from other Pramanas, as they 
require Vyapti jnanam or Sabda jnSnam as the case may 
be. Further, this Saksatvam isidefined as an Upadhirupa or 


a specially conditioned one. These peculiar conditions of 
perception are (I) the sense-object contact and (2) the 
absence of tHe'dependence upon .’any other type of 


knowledge. 


Perception has, thus, the nature of immediacy of 
awareness, in the sense that it depends upon itself; and not 
on any other knowledge. : i: 


;! j According to the NayySyikas,: the mind is; necessary 
for the fact of-knowledge. According to them, the i soul is a 
substance which; has the quality of consciousness. 
Knowledge is possible through perception only when, there 
is sense-object contact causing the perspective aspect of 
consciousness. According to them, the riiipd reflects the 
objective impressions to the self' hut this is not agreeable 
to the Visistadvaitin. For him, the soul is jftSna-svarupa and 
jnana-gunaka, and he acquires knowledge only on account 
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of his being a self-conscious being. Here the subject-object 
relationship is emphasized instead of the sense-object 
contact. The Indriyas are born of Ahamkara, and they have 
only the capacity of flashing or dyothana, 

Similarly, the treatment of perception by the Advaitin 
is also not acceptable to this school. According to them, all 
these experiences are illusions, whereas the non-second 
Brahman is unknowable. According to this school, the 
subject is real, the object is real, the approach is real and 
knowledge is also real. 

Vedanta Desika has classified perception as mentioned 
hereunder;- 


Pratyaksam or Saksatvam 
(Perception) 


i-- 

Nityam (eternal) 

I- 

Yogipratyaksam 

i--- 

(Perception of 
Yogins) 

i-1-1- 

Chaksusam Rasanam Graanajam 

(Visual) (Palatal) (Nasal) 


Ani tyam (non -eternal) 

- ! - 1 

Ayygip ratyaksam 


(Perception of 
non- Yogins) 

i- 1 —i 

Sparsanam Srothrajam 
(Tactual) (Oracular) 


First of all perception is of two types namely eternal 
and non-eternal. The jnanam of the Supreme, as well as 
that of the eternally free, is always eternal. Nityasaksatkara 
is their characteristic feature. Anitya Saksatkara refers to 
us, and this again is twofold, namely the perception of 
yogins and that of non-yogins. 

Yogic Perception : 


Yogic perception is described by Vedanta Deska as follows: 
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1 ^MNWFJT 

i ^Tbicivai^i <j ^rf^nparofo i 

^n.^P - 95 


Yogic perception is that which arises out of the 
operation of the mind only when they are absorbed in 
meditation. This is due to their extraordinary yogic powers. 
When they are out of absorption, the yogins can perceive 
things by contacting the objects with their external sense 
organs. This kind of yogic perception that is possible even 
without the sense organ is called Tndriyanapeksam 
pratyaksam’. Yogic perception is authentic. Yogins will be 
blessed with a Divine insight on account of their realization 
of abnormal yogic powers, or Divine inspiration. Bhagavan 
Ramanuja does not deny this Divine insight of Yogins. But 
he does not admit the possibility of the Saksatkara of the 
Divine through mere imagination or reflection. 

‘tUcHMcMKIsi 'jHIrchffft 3rffl%W 

iTTwrenfter 

cFWNk: | HWleldhft 

^TT.’Tft. p-95 

Yogic perception of this type will be on account of an 
Adtstavisesa which will be produced by Yogabhyasa, 
penance and the like. 39 Arsa-jnana is also produced likewise 
by Prakristadrsta and so comes under ‘Yogic perception’. 
Desika quotes the authority of Prajnaparithrana for this. 40 
Having thus established the possibility and validity of yogic 
perception Desika explains what is meant by the statement 
Indriyanapeksam. In the opinion of Vedanta Desika what 
is discarded here is only ordinary sense organs and not the 
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total absencevof all sense organs* The sense organs that arc 
implietj f hcrc are^thpte foat^epot Divine. $o titffir the 
need for Divine sense organs is emphasised. 41 The term 
TndriySnapeksam’ can be explained in two ways. Either it 
may be the non-requirenlent of non-divine sense organs or 
it may be the total absence of all sente organs just as in thf, 
perception of the Supreme the Mityas,and the Muktas. The 
attributive^consefousness of- ,the;,liberated self attains its 
original,state of illuminating everything and then, all things; 
are pefeeived everi: without, the .aid of .sense organs^, 
Lik,ewise, tbe, consciousness of the Sages may by capable of 
cognising all on account °f bhagayatpras^a and this may , 
be also TpdriyanapqkjSa’; Thus the, tjyofold significance of j 
the term JndriyanapeKsa, is explained by Pe$ika.'This Yogic, 
perception itsylf is verily tfie mental perception of this i 
SChOOl. ^ | . . . , . ; , 

Denial of Mental Perceptionj i ;• • 

r. jfttlt for non-yogips or r (Ordinary. pepple. mental 
perfifiprioti is npt jpossfok, 42 Rental, perception is, not 
necessary in this school for knowing the*self, as in the 
Nyaya*"*sichdol for the following reasons ! " ■'' ' ,i 

1. The substantive-consciousness is itself seif-luminous. 

2. The attributive-cdnsciotisness too is sdf-lurhinous. 

3. , The experiences of pleasure pain, dysire f hatred and 

others are only manifestations of consciousness due to 1 
different causes. 44 : ‘ '• >(> 

4. The essential nature of the sou) such as Nityatvaan^i 
others arc knpwn from the Sastras. . . 

5. : The past experiences-of ours; ary known through 

recollection. , v /, 
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Mehtal perception or Manasapratyaksa is, therefore, 
not included in ordinary perceptions. Ramanuja deals with 
this question in his Sri Bhasya while commenting on the 
Third Sutra ‘Sastra Yonitvaf. While describing the 
argument of the Mlmamsakas, against the objection that 
Brahman is capable of being made 1 out brother means of 
proof and hence that Brahman is. not Sastraika 
samadhigamya,. Ramanuja argues that Brahman can not be 
proved by h°th the kinds of pemeptjqn namely, thaj; born 
of the senses, and that, b,orn of Yoga, Further, sense 
perception is subdivided into two types namely 
‘Bahyasambhavam’ and ‘Antharasambhavam’. After 
refuting that Bahyasambhava pr'atykicsam is not capable of 
proving Brahman,< Ramanuja says: • ; 

fl i’ 1-1-3 

‘ Here the celebrated cbmihentator Sri Sudarsana 
Bhatta comments as follows: : 1 :i ' : " 1 

d fii<lV'4^l ( chHlril»f: ; . I 

\ ^.1T. 1-1-3 

The above illustration may create a doubt that 
Ramanuja accepted the distinction between mental and non¬ 
mental perception. But, if the context is carefully followed, 
Ramanuja is only referring 'to the view point of the Nyaya 
school here is remarked by Wdanta De&ika in his Nyaya 
Parisuddhi. 45 Thus, the .view of mental and non-mental' 
perception is riot admissible iri this school of philosophy. 
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The perception of non-yogins is that which is born of 
non-divine external sense organs-"Adivyabahyendriya 
prasutam." This sense perception is fivefold corresponding 
to the five senses namely the eye, the tongue, the nose, the 
skin and the ear. 

Determinate and Indeterminate Perception: 

Perception is further subdivided into two broad 
categories namely Savikalpaka pratyaksa and Nirvikalpaka 
pratyaksa. Determinate or Savikalpaka perception consists 
of the recognition of certain relationships and so is defined 
as: 

‘«yrt|cmvf 3IrU$T | p- 96 

This is Indriya janya or born of sense-object contact 
and is also assisted by the retrospection of the object. This 
is righdy defined as knowledge born of the sense-object 
contact and assisted by the Samskaras. 46 There is Anuvritti 
or cognition of the relationship of a number of things in 
determinate perception. In the perception ‘Iyam Gauh 5 or 
‘This is a cow 5 , the object before us is related to the idea of 
a ‘cow 5 known by us before. The relationship between the 
object before us and its name is remembered here. Thus 
there is sense-object contact followed by a recollection of 
its relation with the object known before. The former 
mental impressions that remain, help the senses to grasp 
the objects in all their details. Thus, the objects experienced 
in Savikalpaka pratyaksa are distinguished from others as 
their essential characteristics will be distincdy noticed. The 
name of the object, its important features, its configuration, 
its qualities and functions will all be noticed. The object, its 
qualities and their relationship will all be thus conspicuous 
in Savikalpaka pratyaksa. 
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Indeterminate or Nirvikalpakapratyaksam does not 
signify the cognition of an undifferentiated and unqualified 
object. On the other hand, it is the cognition of an object 
unaccompanied with former mental impressions. Even in 
this kind of perception, the object is qualified by certain 
attributes such as configuration etc., but devoid of 
retrospection as it happens to be the first object of that 
kind cognized. There is no pratyavamarsa here as in 
Savikalpaka pratyaksam 47 


The Nayyayika takes Nirvikalpaka perception to 
signify a perception of an object devoid of attributes, 
relations, jati and others, and gives the perception of an 
infant for this as an illustration. This view is not tenable 
according to the school of Vifcistadvaita. Vedanta Desika 
argues that even the perception of an infant or a dumb 
person cannot be devoid of all attributes. Cognition of an 
object devoid of all characteristics is impossible and 
opposed to all human experience. 


Tf^qrrnrft 1% 




p - 96 


The essential characteristics of the object are grasped 
in all kinds of perceptions either determinate or 
indeterminate. In determinate perception, the attributes 
are cognised as related to the object known before, 
followed with retrospection. But in indeterminate 
perception this kind of Anuvritti only is absent. But the 
grasp of the object qualified by certain attributes does exist. 
If this is denied, then the perception cannot lead us to any 
purposeful activity, and so does not become 
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Vyavaharanuguna, Ramanuja expounds the difference 
between Savikalpaka and Nirvikalpaka pratyaksa as follows: 

‘Trf^chcri4cb 

' i ftft^FrMtfcMft wwfiwww i 


ft ft^>c r< -l , *> TPT % ft ftyt << vi ft TI5 m | ^ 

I H«n*[WT*T UT°n 

3TWt ftfttfcvM^Ad^ldftilo^ 


"Srauftusxr^nr^ I 




I)’ 


?ft.*n. l-i-i 


The above exposition makes dear the view point of 
ViSistadvaita and sets- at naught the Nirvikalpaka 
conceptions of the Nayyayikas and the AdvaitinS at the 
same stroke. Indeterminate; perception of the kind 
proposed by the Nyaya school is untrue to all experience. 
Likewise the theory of the Advaitins that Sanmatram is 
the object off perception is ilso-udsound. 4 * 

1 ‘The gist bf all this discussion is summed up by'Desika 
and the definition of Nirvikalpaka is given as folloWs: 

TTWT^ UW>K¥[^Rd'dft<wft: (’ 

TT.-g.-^; 4-32 

The process of perception is described by Srinivasa in 
his Yatindramata dipika. 

‘3TTTm trrot i *r 

jRdluii y|W4U*«VI<hlMftdHld. •’ Y. M. D. 

The sense organs cofne into contact with the sevetal 
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objects and when th£ mind is ’ in-union with, the senses and 
when the knowing self is joined with the mind, perception 
is possible to the know}fig self. The serfse orglhs by 
themselves cannot creates cognition. They, arp- merely 
illuminator? (frakasalph). It is the self which is the 
knower through the mind- sense-object contact. If the 
nithd is ddt in Union with : the senses, perception' is riot 
possible^'and thaf 'ii the * reason why we 1 do rtpt perceive 
certain objects which are even before 6ur very eyes. The 


mind, so,, must have contact with the senses on the one 
hand, and the stfiP on the other. ^he sense-relation of 


perception. is'iSamyogx or-one of conduction, and. hot 
Samavaya as in the school of Nyaya. ' ; i 


' • ■' ■ This sense-object contact is, ini all cases of ordinary 
perception*, of two types.: (1); Ohe of conjunction ,qr 
samyoga and, (;?),, another- qf complex conjunction or, 
Sanjyukta^rayana r ., , ,,, .. -, 

f i Whenever an object is. perceived the,stans^iobject- 
contact js -onq of, cpnjur^gtiop. Whenever thfi; attributes of 
ttye. iobject^ are perceived along. with the object the sense- 
pbject contact is one o£ .complex conjunctions. 


()<■' 


.*( it 



Y.M.D. 


f W^cn the ; visual sens.e comes .into contact with any, 
object, it pomes intq contact npt only witji that pbject, but 
also ; with, its attjrioutps,., namely, the colour, configuration 
^nd, others. This ,i? through ,the gelation, of J\$rayana and 


this relation .is. called Samyuktasrayana. The Vjsistadvaitic 
logicians: do nat admit- the six fold, sense-object contact of 


the NySya Vai&Ssikas. 
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Tatvaratnakara declares this as follows: 





p - 96 


And again perception is twofold namely Arvachenam 
and Anarvachenam or recent and ancient. The Anarvachenam 
or ancient perception is capable of perceiving all things at the 
same time. Desika defines this as: 



arwMtan * 1^-^- p - 97 


and this happens only to the Yogins, the released and the 
Supreme Being 50 . 


Perception includes in itself recollection or Smrti, 
Recognition or Pratyabhijna, Non-existence or Abhava, 
Conjecture or Uha, Doubt or Samsaya and Special mental 
powers or Prathibhah. These are not therefore different 
pramanas. Recollection has perception alone for its origin 
and so is not a different pramana though it is 
Vyavaharanuguna or workable in practical life. The residual 
mental impressions are responsible for recollection and 
previous experience is the cause of such impressions 51 . So 
recollection gets included in perception itself. Recollection 
is caused by Sadrsya (similarity), Adrsta (effect of previous 
karma), Chinta (deep thought) and Sahacharya 
(concomittance). When an object resembles another we are 
reminded of the other due to similarity. Due to the effect 
of our previous karma, we may remember spontaneously a 
prior experience. When there is conscious meditation we 
may recollect the auspicious figure of the Lord enshrined 
in any holy temple. If we are used to see two friends 
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invariably together, the sight of one kindles the recollection 
of another. It is clear from the above analysis that 
recollection is based on previous perceptual experience. But 
it, is not necessary that we should recollect all things we 
have experienced before for many of our Samskaras or 
residual impressions get obscured due to various reasons 
such as lapse of time, disease, etc. 

‘cftffriccfi wt 

T Y. M. D. p -13 


In recognition, the prior experience of our object is 
affirmed, by the present experience of the same object. This 
is perceptual experience as it is born of sense-object contact. 
Recognition is of the form of ‘This is that Devadatta 5 and 
this is rightly included in perception according to 
Visistadvaita logic 52 . 

The system of Visistadvaita considers Abhava also as 
another form of existence and so the knowledge of non¬ 
existence is perceptual. 


I 


p-176 


Advaitins and Bhattas accept Abhava as a pramana 
where as the Nayyayikas consider it as a distinct category, 
though they do not admit it as a pramana. Uha or 
conjecture as well as SamSaya or doubt, arises out of 
perception, and so should be included in perception itself. 
Likewise, the special mental powers of great men are also 
included in pratyaksa. 

JJrsr&SnPfcll’ I Y. M. D. p -14 
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,1*. is. the. understanding of the Yydautjps ,.that all 
perceptual cognition has, what is real for.its object. T|ae 
primary as well as the secondary,texts affirm that the same 
indweller and;controller.is cognised in.-aU ppgnitipn. The 
Sadvidya has a .bearing uppn ffiis theory.?*, j:r>: v; , , iXi 

That cosmic principle j 1 the 1 '‘Sat’, thought of beedhiirtg 
many and created the elements. That pHinbrdial feeing g^bt 
the trip^rtitje combination pfthe- .elena^t^ entered 
those elements, as the indweller of the Jlva and articulated 
names and forms. Thus all this is ensouled by tne Supreme 
soul. And all kinds of elements are existing in all things on 
account of'the fact of quintUpliication.ThoVisnu Purana 
also speaks of evolution' ill the ‘ same terms. The J$titrakifa 
, also refers to the combination of thesd three elements,! in 
the Sutras 54 The existence of all' elements in, all'things does 
not, anyhow lead to any confusion ^t all as the 
preponderant element shapes the thihglidbb' 'tit ! eWry 
object. Onb demtat beconaeS,ithe Asraya. and the' others 
the Asritas. This concept of dependency implies variation 
in preponderance. ■ ! | -r-n. 


. - ?' Gases .Of iefror in perception are duetto existing loccular 
defects, and when one is free from those defect^, tl^re will 
be no illusion for one. 55 In this school of thought all 
cognitions are real.'The cognition of al-dream is alSo real, 


as the scripture states that : the supreme, creates chariot^ j?tc,, 
, that renjajp for; a certain, time tp bp . experienced, fey 
particular souls, according to their spiritual merit or 
demerit. The cbjpnpoh pf the yellow conch is real, dlie to 
the real cause of the effect of the bile ih'the 1 eyC:' iThe 
cognition of the crystal as red, whe'ti placed near a 
Japakusuma, is also real 56 . 


r 
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The cognition of water in mirage is true. The cognition 
of one direction being mistaken for another is also, true as 
one direction exists in another; i 

When the fire brand is swung found, that object comes 
in conjunction with all points of the circle, and the cognition 
of the fiery wheel is also real. r . - ; 

• The cognition of one’s own face in the mirrors is also 
true, as the .yifual i^ays n^pving , tqwarfis the rpirror are 
reversed by the mirror, and these cognize the person's own 
facei after' cognizing the niirfot. This process' is Very rapid 
and so the interval between the, perception of the mirror 
a,nd the reflections is ; noy apprehended, Jsven the 
apprehension of,the double moon,is real, as it is due to,a 
real cause. Due to the pressure of the finger on the eye the 
visual rays are actually divided and, so the cognition of a 
doUble tnoon ensues, on account of the existence of two 
independent apparatus. . 

Thus , all types of perceptions are real and have for 
their objects only those that are affected with difference. 

Perception is not born out, of a verbal statement: 

The school of Visistfidvaita dries not admit the 
possibility of perception born out of a verbal statement, as 
posited by the school of $ankara. Knowledge has no doubt 
the element of perception as well as the element of 
Scripture, but one jshould not be confused wifir the ,other. 
The causal collocation capable of producing knowledge 
indirectly cannot change its nature. If one kind of material 
is, capable of. producing different kinds of effects, then the 
incompatibility of all kinds of effects being produced by 
only one kind of causal collocation ensues. Then, the 
principle that the effect should be of the same kind as the 
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cause also becomes endangered, for one type of causal 
collocation cannot produce all kinds of effects. Scripture is 
capable of producing indirect knowledge only, and so cannot 
at any time produce direct awareness, through the sense- 
object contact. 

FTHfl ^snTfhTtrqfrnR^T^ 

d>l4*M 3R^T5?’ 1 ^TT.Tft. p- 97 

In the statement ‘Thou art the tenth 5 , only c Thou 5 is a 
perceptual cognition, and that T am the Tenth 5 is not born 
solely of the sense organs. This is a cognition generated 
from only the sentence uttered by the person. 

‘^PTTc^nrftT l-rlsft TSTRsfarR 317*1*9^ I 

yrqq) f% ^ Rqfdrd^ w^frr 
I I p- 97 

If it is maintained that this cognition is also perception, 
though caused by a statement, then by the same logic the 
statement c Thou art meritorious 5 also must be treated as 
perception which results in athiprasanga, as Dharma is not 
admitted to be the object of perception. In that case, there 
will be nothing in this world which is imperceptible, and 
there would be no meaning in classifying and differentiating 
the different means of knowledge at all. 

‘l r qi rffr ^frT ^ld f 

3Tr^yrd!4fl^: I ddJM 

3T3TRT^TffcrfTT TSFifij ^TT.tftp- 97 

Though scripture is admitted to establish Brahman, 
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verbal cognition as such, does not result in an immediate 
awareness of Brahman, which, of course, has got to be 
achieved by means of spiritual discipline. The realization of 
the Supreme can be brought out not by the texts as such, 
but only through the Divine Will to save the soul that loves 
immensely the Divine. 

It is, therefore, the conclusion of this school that a 
verbal statement is not capable of generating Aparoksa 
jnanam. 

Now, we may sum up, as follows, the essential features 
of perception according to this school: 

1. Perception is Saksatkari Prama or immediate 
experience of the objects. It does not depend upon any 
other kind of knowledge, but is born on the other 
hand, solely due to sense-object contact. Perception is 
possible to all selves and the lord. 

2. The perception of the supreme Being, as well as that 
of the Eternal and Liberated souls, is eternal where as 
the perception of others is non-eternal. 

3. Yogic perception is the only kind of mental perception 
in this school. 

4. Indeterminate perception implies cognition of an 
object necessarily qualified by certain ATTRIBUTES. 
The perception of the first object of the kind is 
indeterminate, whereas successive perceptions are 
determinate, being followed by retrospection. 

5. All cases of perception are real. Perceptual error arises 
due to the fact of non apprehension of the essential 
features of an object as well as its difference from 
others. 
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6. As all aspects of reality cannot be known by perception 
there is need for inference and scripture. 

III. INFERENTIAL COGNITION 
Inference is a distinct means of knowledge: 

There are different means of gaining knowledge and 
we have examined the very first means of our approach to 
the objects of the external world viz., perception, in the 
previous section. Perception must necessarily stop 
somewhere, for its scope is limited to the sense-object 
contact only. Even after the cessation of the sense-object 
contact, we arrive at knowledge by means of Anusandhana 
or the process of mental assimilation. Likewise, verbal 
testimony or speech also is, by itself, capable of conveying 
sense, and so happens to be a distinct means of valid 
knowledge. Thus, these three namely perception, inference 
and speech, have different characteristics of their own, 
though they are alike in their function of illuminating an 
object to a subject. 

The distinctive characteristics of inference are as 
follows:- 

i) Inference is capable of apprehending an object out of 
sight as it can function even after the cessation of the 
sense-object contact. 

ii) It requires the Anusandhana or the mental process of 
correlation between the pervader and the pervaded as 
perceived before. 

iii) Though the residual mental impressions are involved 
in inference, it is distinct from mental perception. The 
sub-conscious impressions are in the back-ground in 
perception, whereas in inference, they feature 
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prominently in the comprehension of the 
concomittance between the general and the particular. 

iv) Inference is distinct from memory. Memory brings to 
our mind only those things that are previously 
experienced, whereas inference illumines things never 
before experienced. This fact of Adhikavisayatva 
differentiates inference from memory. 

v) Inference is different from verbal knowledge for this 
has quite different factors operating in the generation 
of knowledge. 

vi) Inference is based on perception, and yet it is distinct 
and different from perception and scripture. 57 

Definition and character of inference: 


Inference is defined by Vedanta De&ika as : 




oqN<*>R> i 


p-98 


Inferential cognition is the valid knowledge of the 
particular pervader or ‘Vyapaka’ obtained from the 
observation of the pervadedness of the pervaded or 
Vyapya. Here are three terms namely ‘Vyapya’, ‘Vyapaka’ 
and ‘Anusandhana’. The Vyapya or the pervaded is as a rule 
not more extensive than the Vyapaka or pervader in respect 
of space and time. We come to know from our daily 
experience that certain objects exist together in respect of 
space and time. Some objects exist in a wider range than 
others whereas some exist in a smaller range. Some sets of 
objects have an equal range of existence, and to include 
them also as pervaded, the definition of Vyapya is given by 
this school as ‘Anadhika desa kala niyatam.’ The Vyapya, 
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therefore, does not cover a greater range than the Vyapaka. 
This means that the Vyapya might be smaller in range or 
might equally coexist spatially or temporally with the 
Vyapaka. The Vyapaka or pervader is defined as 
Anyunadesakalavrtti 5 or that which is not less extensive 
than the Vyapya in respect of time and space. According to 
this the pervader has to cover a greater range than the 
pervaded, or atleast an equal range as that of the Vyapya 58 . 

We observe different objects existing together spatially 
and temporally and arrive at the principle of invariable 
concomittance, and later apply this law of invariable 
concomittance in particular cases, and this is known as 
Anusandhana. 

This application of the law that is previously deduced 
is the essential part of inference. The Vyapyatva or 
pervadedness of the pervaded or vyapya is analysed in each 
case and fresh objects are found out by means of past 
experiences. So Anusandhana is very important as the 
nature of the Vyapya is clearly shown by this. To give an 
illustration we may consider the relationship between fire 
and smoke. Fire is a particular pervader and smoke is 
invariably pervaded by fire. Wherever there is smoke there 
is fire, but smoke is not invariably existent wherever there 
is fire. In this instance we find that smoke is not more 
extensive than fire whereas fire is not less extensive than 
smoke. The knowledge of this particular pervader namely 
fire is cognised through inference. 

For valid inference, it is very essential that we should 
grasp the unconditional correlation between the Vyapya 
and the Vyapaka. All objects of our experience are not 
Vyapya, and therefore, one has to deduce the law of 
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association, by means of actual observation and accurate 
analysis. Logicians cannot, however, ignore the upadhis or 
counter - laws defying the concomittance of objects. So we 
have to find out carefully these upadhis or counter-laws in 
every case of Vyapya and Vyapaka. What is an upadhi then? 
It is defined as 59 . 

‘HT^loqiMcfcrcJ Hfrt HIWTHM IK: : 

sn$: I ^TT/qft p-100 

A characteristic which is not extensively applicable to 
the sadhana or Vyapya, but which applies extensively to the 
sadhya or Vyapaka, being in itself different from- the 
sadhana or Vyapya is an upadhi. In the proposition ‘The 
mountain is fiery because it has smoke, the contact with 
wet fuel is found invariably in every place where there is 
smoke, but not in every place where there is fire. So this 
contact with wet fuel is less extensive than fire, but co¬ 
extensive with smoke. The presence of an upadhi doesnot 
allow unconditional correlation between the Vyapya and the 
Vyapaka and consequently vitiates the inference 60 . This 
upadhi is of two types namely definite and doubtful. The 
following is an example for an upadhi of a definite type: 

RrfV4(0yiRj: I p-100 

“Service is the cause of unhappiness just like the 
service of a king”. In the above instance our invariable 
association does not subsist between the Vyapya and the 
Vyapaka viz., service and unhappiness, as it is ascertained 
by the scriptures that unhappiness does not exist in the 
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service of God. In the service of God there is no 
paparabdhatva or result of previous demerit. This 
characteristic of paparabdhatva is extensively applicable to 
the Vyapaka namely causing unhappiness but is not 
extensively applicable to the Vyapya or service. So there is 
no correlation between the sadhya and the sadhana, namely 
service and unhappiness. This upadhi is definite, as it is so 
ascertained by the $astras. 

Upadhi is also of a doubtful natilre as in the following 
example: 

fawreremnfl Tifvti m 

i p-ioo 

“This self attains liberation at the end of this body as 
it has achieved samadhi just like suka”. In this inference 
the upadhi happens to be the total destruction of previous 
karma. As it is doubtful whether the self in question has 
any residual karma or not, the sadhya and the sadhana 
cannot be unconditionally correlated. Though yogins free 
themselves from the bondage of both accumulated and 
the future karmas they cannot get themselves rid of the 
prarabdha karma, without actually exhausting it by 
experience. It may be that they take many births to exhaust 
it completely. So there can be no correlation between 
Nispannasamadhitva and Liberation. The total absence of 
any karma is the upadhi here, and as the existence or 
otherwise of this characteristic cannot be definitely known, 
this is designated as Sankithopadhi. 



Vitistadvaitic Epistemology 


49 


The upadhi or the counter-law takes many forms and 
one has to observe carefully each case of correlation of the 
Vyapya and the Vyapaka. This upadhi has to be avoided by 
means of Tarka. 61 

So, it becomes established that Anusandhana of the 
pervadedness of the pervader means the process of 
mentally analysing the unconditional correlation between 
the Vyapya or the reason and the Vyapaka or the point to 
be proved 62 . 

Essential features of inference according to 
Vi&i$tftdvaita : 

Though inferential cognition is accepted as a means of 
valid knowledge by the school of Visistadvaita, it differs 
from the other schools in its details and has some special 
features of its own. These are: 

1. Observation of a number of instances for grasping 
pervasion. 

2. The refutation of Kevala Vyathireki Anumana. 

3. The refutation of Pararthanumana. 

4. No restriction regarding the usage of the component 
parts of the formal inference. 

5. Inference includes Tarka also. 

Let us now examine each of these in brief. 

1. Vyapti or the invariable association between two 
objects is ascertained by means of repeated 
observation 63 . The view point of Parasara Bhattacharya 
as explained in Tatvaratnakara is that pervasion is 
perceived by observing even a single instance if it is 
determinative. 64 
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But Varada Visnu Misra is of the opinion that 
pervasion can be grasped only by observing a number of 
instances 65 . The relation of vyapti cannot be known only by 
perceiving it once. A single experience, it is said, cannot 
establish this, for one experience cannot bring out an 
extraordinary perception involving the cognition of things 
that are even afar, as Samanya-laksana-pratyasatti is not 
admissible here. So the relation of pervasion is to be 
understood, according to Desika, who follows Varada Visnu 
Misra, only by means of repeated observation. 
Sahacharadarsana, or observation of concomittance, is 
essential, be it found in one or a number of experiences. 
Experience is necessary for the cognition of vyapti. As a 
universal pervasion cannot be established by a single 
instance, it is maintained, to be on the safer side, that 
BhuyodarSana, or repeated observation, is needed for the 
establishment of vyapti. 66 

2. Inference is of two types according to this school 
namely Anvaya vyathireki or afFirmative-cum-negative 
and Kevalanvayin or bare co-affirmation 67 . The 
anvayavyathirekin probans has both positive and 
negative concomittance. It has got its vipaksa or 
counter-instance as well. In the example The mountain 
has fire because it has smoke’ - the positive 
concomittance such as, ‘whatever has smoke has fire 
just as the hearth” is as prominent as the negative 
concomittance, such as, ‘whatever has no fire has no 
smoke like a lake." This kind of reason is affirmative - 
cum-negative. Every act of inference has two aspects 
or limbs namely vyapti and Paksadharmata. Vyapti or 
pervasion forms the subjective aspect whereas 
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Pakshadharmata or subject-characterisation has an 
objective aspect. These two elements are involved in 
every act of inference. These together have five 
conditions as follows 

Vyapti of pervasion has (1) Sapaksa Satvam or 
presence in similar instances, (2) Vipaksa vrittirahitatvam 
or absence in counter-instance. The Paksadharmata aspect 
has the aspects of (3) Paksavyapakatvam or presence in the 
subject; (4) Abadhita Visayatvam or unstultified object. 
Both have incommon (5) Asatpratipaksatvam or absence 
of opposite problems. 

All these five phases are found in the Anvaya vyatirekl 
inference. 

The affirmative-cum-negative inference is that which 
has a counter instance as well and has all the five phases of 
vyapti and Paksadharmata, required for a perfect inference. 

The kevalanvayi inference is pure positive reason and 
has no counter instance. 

In the example, “Brahman is expressible by word, 
because it is a thing like a jar”, 

| 

This reason of being verbally expressible is purely 
affirmative, and as there is not a vipaksa, the negative reason 
is totally excluded. This is Kevalanvayi. It is defined as 
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This kind of reason has only four of the five conditions 
as the fact of being absent in the counter instance is ruled 
out, due to the total absence of a counter instance itself. 
Even this Kevalanvayi reason, according to Desika, is 
claimed to have all the five aspects of inferential cognition. 
The very fact of the Kevalanvayi reasons having no counter 
instance proves necessarily its Vipaksa Vrittirahitatvam 68 . 

The Kevalanvayin cannot be deemed to be invalid, just 
because of the absence of the counter instance. The absence 
of a counter instance itself, once for all, rules out the 
possibility of the reason being present in the counter 
instance, and so goes to prove its validity itself. If it is 
contended that the Kevalanvayin cannot be admitted, as it 
would lead to unjustifiable conclusions such a$-"fire is cold 
because it is an object just like a jar", it shall be answered 
that it is not so. In the given instance, the coldness of the 
fire is contradictory to all human experience, and so such 
an inference is smashed to pieces. But such Kevalanvayi 
inferences that are not contradicted by experience are 
perfectly valid. 

The Kevalanvayi has certain definite advantages. 
Firsdy, this kind of inference establishes the validity of the 
scriptures, and demolishes the counter attack of the 
Buddhists. Secondly, people of ordinary intelligence will not 
turn out disbelievers of the scriptures that declare the 
Absolute Brahman to be beyond speech and thought 69 . 
Thus the bare affirmative implies the contradiction of the 
opposite of the Sadhya, and in the long run, results in the 
establishment of the sadhya itself. 
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Negation of K&vala VyathirCki Inference: 

While there exists the bare affirmative reason, as well 
as the affirmative-cum-negative reason, there does not 
exist according to Visistadvaitic logicians, a bare negative 
reason. That is why the Kevalavyatireki inference or the 
bare negative inference is rejected. The following are the 
reasons put forth for the rejection of the bare negative. 

1. The bare negative has no factual foundation, as the 
very essential characteristic of ‘Sapaksa Satvam 5 is 
missing in it. 

2. It is impossible to grasp in the Kevalavyathirekl 
inference any invariable concomittance operating 
between the Sadhya and the Sadhana, just because the 
Sadhya happens to be the unknown as in the 
example. 70 

I F FT 

‘Consciousness is uncognizable as it is consciousness. 
What is cognizable is not consciousness just like a pot 5 . 
When the very knowledge of the Sadhya is impossible, it is 
obvious that there cannot be any process of inference at all, 
which necessarily involves the knowledge of the Sadhya and 
the Sadhana. 

p- 105 

3. Inference has got its own limitations according to this 
school, and cannot prove the existence of God and the 
individual self,, and so it is restricted to only the sphere 
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of humanly sensible objects. So much so, 
KevalavyathirekI inference is not needed for proving 
super-sensible objects, as posited by thinkers of other 
schools. 

4. KevalavyathirekI inference is not indispensable for 
accurately defining things, as argued by some schools. 
The AnvayavyathirekI inference itself does this 
function of definitions very successfully. Even in 
AnvayavyathirekI the affirmative concomittance itself 
is the most important, and the negative reason only 
goes to prove the former. 

i p- iso 

The opinions of Varada Visnu Misra and Parasara 
Bhattaraka, appearing to be leaning towards the acceptance 
of the bare negative, when closely examined, appear to be 
the prima-facie view, being that of Aksapada only. It is 
therefore the opinion of Desika that the bare negative is 
completely inadmissible. Nyayakulisa of Atreya Ramanuja 
also clearly states that this is not the view of the 
Siddhantin 71 . 

So, the syllogism of the type of KevalavyathirekI is not 
acceptable to this school, as it is far from experience. It 
may be argued that the bare-affirmative reason is also 
subject to the same kind of defect, as seen in the following 
example. 

‘XR: *4UlchUH: I q ^ TtZ:’ I 

This argument is incorrect. All types of examples of 
the bare-negative are fundamentally defective as pervasion 
is totally absent there. Vyathireka vyapti is 



Vifistadvaitic Epistemology 


55 


incomprehensible, as they are beyond human experience. 
But, an instance of bare-affirmative is not so. In this case, 
the most significant point is Anvaya Vyapti and this can be 
surely grasped and so this bare-affirmative reason is quite 
valid 72 . 

The argument that the bare negative is essential for 
accurately defining objects also falls flat as the bare¬ 
negative alone does not define a thing 73 . The 
Tatvarathnakara affirms that the extraordinary features of 
an object have got to be noted to define them, and to 
distinguish them from like and unlike objects. 

| ’ 105 

The bare-negative cannot stand to this test. Prameya 
is defined as Pramavisaya, and this does not happen in the 
case of the bare negative. 

^TTJTftp- 105 

The object of prama, then, must necessarily be an 
existent and never a bare-negative. The bare-negative is 
bound to be denied, even if Laksana is defined as 
comprising of both positive and negative (Anvayavy 
athirekl Visesa), as this positive-cum-negative pervasion is 
absent in that bare-negative. The denial of the bare-negative 
is bound to ensure, even if Laksana is defined as, 

‘3TCmmuft oiiinehl emf tssnunY ^n/qftp-ios 

Laksanam has nothing like Kevalavyathirekltva at any 
time. In the following example, 
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the special characteristic of ‘Gandhavatva’ establishes the 
fact of parthivatva or otherwise of objects. This 
characteristic is invariably present in earth and invariably 
absent in any others. This, therefore, happens to be the 
distinguishing characteristic of the body 74 . So, the bare¬ 
negative has nothing to do with the definition of things, 
and it cannot help us to grasp the defining characteristics 
of things, as held by the objector. 

The refutation of Parflrthftnum&na: 

Some logicians classify inference into two kinds 
namely Svarthanumana and Pararthanumana. This kind of 
classification is not agreeable to the school of ViSistadvaita, 
for all inferences are only Svartha, as they are brought out 
by one’s own SvarthAnumana. A person might understand 
the generalization viz., ‘Where there is smoke there is fire 5 , 
after observing the concomittance of fire and smoke 
repeated invariably in various places. This is said to be 
inference for one’s own self. After making out this 
generalization, he may use a five-membered syllogism to 
enable others to know the same inferential cognition. Then 
it is said to be inference for another. 

This kind of division into Svartha and Parartha is 
wholly unreasonable, for self-comprehension of the 
invariable concomittance is the origin of all inferences. 75 
All inferences promote one’s own activity in life after 
enlightening one self about the invariable association of 
several objects. So inferences are all Svartha alone. 

Even when a syllogistic reasoning is presented to make 
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others know of this inferential cognition, it must be said, 
that the person infers for himself and he does not cognize 
only on the strength of the inferential statement. He 
becomes aware of the pervasion of things and this 
knowledge of invariable concomittance enables him to infer 
for himself after self experience. If inference is said to be 
for another or Parartha only, on the basis of the use of 
words by another, then it will have to result in the 
acceptance of perceptual and verbal knowledge also as 
inference. So, inference for another is out of question. The 
essentiality of self experience is emphasised, and the 
syllogism used only reminds of the pervasion, on the basis 
of which one has to infer for oneself A verbal statement 
reminding one of the pervasion cannot, therefore, be 
treated as inference for another 76 . 

When we examine these issues carefully, we can 
conclude that all inferences are only for oneself, but that 
the pramanas of inferential cognition are two fold namely 
(1) Those that are self experienced and (2) those that arise 
out of the words of others. 

yniunPi R141P, 

filmed TT? f^tTFT: jjfo’ I 

^TT.yft p- 107 

The Component Parts of the Formal Syllogism: 

The Nayyayikas advocate that the formal inference 
should be composed of the five components namely, (1) 
the proposition (2) the reason (3) the example (4) the 
application and (5) the conclusion. 

While the Nayyayikas uphold this kind of a syllogism 
having all the five components, the Mlmasakas are satisfied 
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with only three viz. Pratijna, Hetu and Udaharana. The 
Buddhists need only Udaharana and Upanaya and the rest 
they consider as superfluous. Vedanta Desika declares that 
there is no hard and fast rule regarding the usage of the 
component parts of the formal inference, if only vyapti and 
Paksadharmata are clearly conveyed. So, the component 
parts are not fixed, and they may be used as the situation 
demands, and in accordance with the mental attainments 
of the individuals for whom they are meant. Syllogisms of 
all types such as the five-membered ones, three-membered 
ones, those without any part (Avayava kalpanarahita) and 
those having only affirmative-concomittance (ekavyaptika) 
and others are abounding in the works of savants like 
Ramanuja, Yamuna and other great teachers. What is 
essential here is that the aspect of pervasion is to be clearly 
conveyed, and this could be done according to the capacities 
of the persons for whom it is meant. There is no rule that 
only-five-membered syllogisms should be used always, just 
because such usages are found in standard works 77 . 

Though the two namely Udaharana and Upanaya are 
alone ample to establish pervasion, all the other limbs of 
inference are used just to achieve clarity so that the things 
to be proved might be clearly explained. So it is the 
conclusion of this school that all the five members might 
be used if the inference is meant for immature minds and 
the two membered or three membered syllogisms might 
be used when meant for fully mature minds. 

Upam&na or Comparison is not a distinct means of 
Knowledge: 

Upamana or comparison is not a distinct means of 
valid knowledge according to this school. This school 
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subsumes comparison under Smrti itself 78 . Comparison is 
composed of three parts, and these relate to perception, 
inference and verbal testimony respectively. A person, hears 
from a forester that a gavaya is just like a cow, and when 
he goes to a forest sees an animal similar to a cow, and 
then makes out that it is a gavaya, on the authority of the 
words of the forester. First of all, the person comes to 
know the meaning of the word gavaya from a forester, and 
this part of acquisition of knowledge corresponds to verbal 
testimony. When that person sees an animal qualified by 
cow similarity, he remembers the meaning of the Atidesa 
Vakya, or the directive sentence. This part relates to 
perceptual cognition for he recalls all about the gavaya on 
account of his reminiscent impressions. Lastly, when he sees 
the gavaya in the forest the knowledge of the cow 
similarity-cognition arises in him, and this is based on 
Vyapti and so relates to inferential cognition. Thus, when 
Upamana is analysed, we find that it is comprised of these 
three aspects of perception, inference, and word. So, this is 
not admitted as a distinct means of knowledge. 

Inference includes Tarka also: 

The Nayyayikas distinguish Tarka from Anumana or 
inference, but according to the school of Visistadvaita it is 
considered as a kind of Anumana, rather than a separate 
logical category. Vedanta Desika discusses this issue in his 
Nyayaparisuddhi in detail, and concludes that Tarka is a 
kind of inference itself. It appears that the great Ramanuja 
himself distinguishes Tarka from Anumana in the 
c Vilaksanatvadhikarana”, “JijMsadhikarana” and even in 
the Gita Bhasya while commenting on the stanza 'HtL 
Ramanuja quotes while commenting on 
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the Sutra c cra>faf^IIHT<£ the stanza , cl^SyfciB:, and clearly 
distinguishes Tarka from inference. Tarka and inference 
seem quite different even on the surface. ‘This is like this 
on account of this’ is the form of inference whereas "this 
may happen so if that were so’ is the form of Tarka. 

d4>y*K:’l p-141 

So, these two are not held as identical as seen above. 
It also appears that Varada Narayana and Visnuchitta hold 
Tarka to be different from inference.. Vedanta Desika has 
examined these views thoroughly and with his remarkable 
acumen, known for syncretism, has arrived at the 
conclusion that Tarka is not different from inference. Even 
in Tarka, the principle of Vyapti is necessarily obtained and 
there is the Anusandhana of the Vyapyatva of the Vyapya. 
In so far as the principle of invariable concomitance plays 
the central role, Tarka is the same as Anumana. But, there 
is a slight difference between Tarka and Anumana, as there 
is difference in the nature of the reason. The reason in 
inference happens to be the real as experienced, whereas 
the reason in Tarka might be falsely imposed for purposes 
of confutation 79 . 

The opinion of the Bhasyakara does not go to prove 
that Tarka is different from Anuman Vedanta Desika 

declares that the statement HIH' etc., of the Bhasya 

only establishes the validity of Tarka as a kind of inference 
only 80 . Other statements of Ramanuja regarding Tarka have 
to be carefully understood and explained, in the same way. 
Sri Visnuchitta has admitted in his ‘Sangathimala’, while 
explaining the Sutra ‘Rachananupapattih’, that Tarka 
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necessarily contains invariable concomittance 81 . It cannot 
also be proved that the Bhasyakara considers Tarka as 
different from inference in his commentary on the Sutra 
Ramanuja has affirmed, in this context, that 
mere Tarka is incapable of establishing super-sensible 
objects. This feature is common to inference, as well as 
perception, and if Tarka itself is rejected then there is no 
possibility of any furtherance of knowledge 82 . 

But the use of Tarka to substantiate the knowledge 
derived from scriptures is admitted by all. 

Not only this much. The Bhasyakara has expressly 
used the term Anumana to mean Tarka in the* Arambhana 
dhikarana’ 83 . Even the author of Tatvaratnakara opines that 
Tarka is not independently capable of establishing things 
but only can do so being supported by scriptures. The 
Tatvnratnakara, no doubt affirms after a detailed discussion 
in the Nyaya-Pada that Tarka is not valid. But this cannot 
be decisive. Even the Bhasyakara, who has expressly stated 
and placed the Nyaya school as a heretic school along with 
the Charvakas, Bauddhas, Jains and others, has of course, 
used many technicalities of those schools also, while 
examining the validity of things in accordance with their 
own aphorisms. Whatever is said like this in the course of 
argumentation, cannot be defacto conclusions. 84 So, the 
validity of Tarka is unquestioned. If it is construed as ‘This 
might be so, and happens to be non-decisive, it gets 
included in doubt or Samsaya. So, it is described as follows. 

p-144 

Thus, Desika has argued to establish the validity of 
Tarka, and after a synoptic survey of all the contextual texts 
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dealing with Tarka, he concludes that it is identical with 
inference. 

To sum up, we find out that the school of Visistadvaita 
admits the validity of inference as a means of knowledge 
with some unique characteristics of its own, such as; 

1. The pervasion to be grasped after repeated 
observation. 

2. The rejection of inference for another. 

3. The refutation of the bare-negative reason. 

4. Releasing the restriction in the usage of the five 
members in a syllogism. 

and 

5. Identifying inference with Tarka. 

IV. $ABDA PRAMANA 

Verbal testimony is valid means of knowledge 

Verbal testimony or sabda is a distinct means of valid 
knowledge different from perception and inference. This is 
significant in as much as this is the sole means for the 
establishment of, and enlightenment upon, the super¬ 
sensible entities. The experiences of all savants and saints 
are stored up in word, and this is the most important factor 
that promotes the furtherance of knowledge and adds to 
the phenomena of recollection and recognition. Word is the 
vehicle of human thought, and happens to be a very 
powerful guide. Verbal testimony is the sole authority for 
determining the ethical, spiritual and transcendental truths. 

Definition: 


Verbal knowledge is defined by Vedanta Desika as 
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c The knowledge of the meaning got from the sentence 
unuttered by a non-trust worthy person is valid, for it is far 
from the errors of instrument and free from 
incompatibility 5 . The term 5 Anaptanukta 5 in this definition 
is significant, as it is used to refute the theory of the 
personal origin of the veda. The Nayyayikas define verbal 
testimony as ‘Aptopadesah sabdah 5 , and admit Divine origin 
to the Vedas. The Vedas are taken as authorities, as God, 
‘The Most Trustworthy person 5 , has uttered these words. 
This standpoint is not admissible to Vedantins who 
advocate the Apauruseyatva or impersonality of the Vedas. 
If the Vedas were personal, then the defects of the Person 
would inevitably creep in and result in its invalidity. But the 
uttered statement of a non-trustworthy person would not 
be valid, as it would betray defective sources. 

If cannot be argued that verbal testimony is invalid, as 
it is merely a verbal statement. Then we ask whether the 
sentence, used to attack the validity of verbal testimony, is 
valid or invalid. If this verbal statement finding fault with 
scripture is mentioned to be valid, then it also turns out to 
be equally invalid for the same reason of being a verbal 
statement as alleged above. If it is admitted that this 
sentence used to find fault is invalid, then it cannot 
invalidate the authority of the scripture. Thus, the validity 
of scripture cannot be questioned. The words of the mad 
and the like become invalid and incompatible, originating 
from defective sources, and so the validity of scriptures 
becomes established. 

This is Distinct from Perception, Inference and 
Recollection: 
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Verbal testimony is different from perception, as there 
is no immediacy of awareness through the sense-object 
contact in it. It is not included in inference, as it has no 
major or middle term or mental reflection. &abda has only 
Bodhakatva whereas Anumithi has Vyapti or pervasion. 
The opinion of Buddhists and Vaisesikas that verbal 
testimony is included in inference is not in accordance with 
our experiences. When we get knowledge from a sentence 
we never feel that we are inferring. Words have the power 
of connotation, and this is quite different from pervasion 
or Vyapti. The Prabhakaras are of opinion that non-vedic 
or Laukika passages are included in inference, and this also 
is incorrect. Desika affirms his stand that inference is 
beyond the sphere of verbal knowledge. 85 As we cannot 
establish any invariable association between the word and 
the object it signifies, we cannot at any time call this 
inference. 

We cannot call verbal knowledge as recollection even. 
The subconscious impressions are essential for causing 
memory. This factor is not found in scripture which has for 
its object some thing not known before, and this 
Apurvavisayatva distinguishes this from memory. We 
remember only what we have experienced before. But 
verbal knowledge relates to something with which we 
become newly acquainted. So, verbal knowledge is distinct 
and different from perception, inference and memory 86 . 

This special characteristic of verbal testimony, which is 
distinct from others, has been recognized by all savants of 
the past. 

Word and its Meaning: 

The propagators of the Nyaya school expound that the 
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meanings of words are decided by either divine or human 
convention. This type of Vachya-vachaka-sambandha is not 
agreeable to this school. According to this school of 
thought, this convention is neither God-made nor man¬ 
made. The word and its meaning are eternally related to 
each other. Ramanuja advocates this theory in his Vedartha 
Sangraha, and Desika strongly upholds it and contends that 
the words of the Veda need no such convention to convey 
meaning* 7 . All words that are in secular usage are also 
expounded to have originated from Vedic tradition, and so 
they do not need any prescribing authority 88 . It is affirmed 
that all words are somewhere or other found used in the 
Vedas. 
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Ramanuja also strongly maintains in his Vedartha 
Sangraha that all words are only Vedic. 

Classification of Sentence: 

A sentence is a particular group of words and this is 
of two kinds viz., personal (Pauruseya) and impersonal 
(Apauruseya) The original composition of a man is 
Pauruseya and sentences which are impersonal are 
Apauruseya. 

Vakyam 


Pauruseyam Apauruseyam 

^_|_^ (only Anvitartham) 

Anvitartham Ananvitartham 
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The original compositions of human beings are both 
with and without sense, whereas the impersonal texts are 
always meaningful and never incompatible. The sentences 
like Tire is cold 5 , ‘water is not liquid 5 , are examples of non- 
sensible compositions 

Vftti or senses and the word: 

Again, there are two kinds of senses namely the 
primary sense and the secondary sense. The primary 
denotation signifies the philological or conventional 
meaning. When the primary sense is stultified, the sense 
nearest to it is taken, and this is the secondary denotation. 
This secondary relationship is of a two-fold nature-one that 
is mainly connected with the primary sense itself, and 
another connected with its attributes. ‘A hamlet on the 
Ganga 5 , is an example for the former, ‘whereas ‘Devadatta 
is a lion 5 is an example for the latter. In the former ‘the 
bank of the Ganga 5 is implied, and in the latter, Devadatta 
is ascribed with the qualities of valour and strength 
connected with the word lion. This can be shown in the 
following way: 

Vrtti 

I- 1 -f 

Abhidha Aupachariki 

i 1 l 

Laksana Gauni 

The Theory of the Verbal Knowledge: 

A number of words make a sentence, and when we 
hear a sentence we get some knowledge. How do these 
words convey this knowledge? We find here two aspects. 
Many words are used and these have various meanings in a 
sentence in connection with various words. The words must 
have something to do with the different meanings 
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independently. But this is not all. The words alone cannot 
produce verbal knowledge. A group of disorderly and 
ungrammatical words can convey no sense. So, the 
connection between word and a word in a sentence is also 
an important factor. Then does verbal knowledge depend 
upon the connection in a sentence among the meanings 
expressed by words individually or does it depend upon the 
meanings expressed by the words in a sentence only that 
produce in us a knowledge of the mutual connection among 
them? This is an important question that has been 
elaborately discussed from very early times. Some 
philosophers give primary importance to the Anvaya, or 
connection among the words of a sentence, and affirm that 
the words of the sentence disappear after conveying their 
respective meanings, after which the meanings themselves 
produce in us a knowledge of their mutual connection 
which is called verbal knowledge. This theory of verbal 
knowledge is called the Abhihitanvaya vada and is 
advocated by Bhatta mlmamsakas and Nayyayikas. The 
followers of Advaita Vedanta also uphold this theory of the 
connection of the expressed alone. 

The other view point about verbal knowledge gives 
primary importance not to the connection or Anvaya, but 
to the words. They argue that words by themselves cannot 
convey sense, but, that they can have the power of sense 
only in a sentence. So mutual connection is produced only 
in a sentence. So it is not the connection of the expressed 
which is important but the expression of the connected 
which is really essential for conveying verbal knowledge. 
The Prabhakara Mimasakas are the propagators of this 
theory of verbal knowledge which is known as 
Anvitabhidhana vada. 
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What is the theory of knowledge that is adopted by 
the school of Visistadvaita ? The school of Visistadvaita is 
divided on this issue. Some teachers of this School held the 
theory of Abhihitanvaya as theirs, in accordance with the 
exposition of some Sutras by Ramanuja, whereas others 
like Yamunacharya and others were advocates of the 
Anvitabhidhana theory Desika upholds the theory of 
Anvitabhidhana as the accepted theory of this school. Every 
word is formed of the Prakrthi and the Prathyaya or the 
affix, and both these convey together a united sense. 
Likewise, all the words of a sentence together convey a 
total sense, as in the word Dandya. Though the word is 
divisible into the prakrthi part and the prathyaya part, it 
conveys one Visistartha or a single combined sense. 
Similarly, the words of a sentence also convey a unitary 
sense comprising of the meanings reminded by the 
respective words. 

; TTsr 3T«f 

l’ p- 240 

This theory of knowledge is free from the fallacies of 
Chakraka or the wheel, or Punarabhidha or tautology. The 
fallacy of chakraka in the other theory is as follows. First, 
the several words convey their respective senses. Then 
there is the process of reflection regarding the relationship 
of the words. Thirdly, the words yield their senses again 
according to the connection. Lastly, there is the awareness 
of the meaning. This is chakraka: 

I I H.fa.p-241 
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The fallacy of Anyonyasraya is inescapable in the 
theory of Abhihitanvaya. The meanings are possible to be 
conveyed only after reflecting over the Akamksa and others 
the Akamksa or expectency and others are possible to be 
made only after knowing the meanings. All these defects 
are avoided in the theory of Anvitabhidhana. The theory of 
Abhihitanvaya, on the other hand, is very cumbersome, for 
one has to admit a triple power of sense. 

1. Firstly, the power of the word to convey its sense. 

2. Secondly, the power of the meanings of the individual 
words to convey their connection. 

3. Thirdly, the power of the words conveying sense- 
connectedness in the individual word meanings. 

Slfrhdd 

I* p-241 

But, the theory of Anvitabhidhana is not so. It is very 
simple. The individual words have got only Smarakatva or 
the power of bringing a glimpse of their meanings to the 
hearers. But, consistent meaning is possible only in a 
sentence. 

When a sentence is heard by a person the process will 
be as follows: 

The several words recall to the mind of the listener a 
glimpse of their respective meanings. When the hearer has 
recollected the meanings of the words, he apprehends the 
meanings according to Akamksa or expectancy, Yogyata or 
compatibility and Asatthi or juxtaposition. The power of 
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denotation of words aids the hearer to get at the inter¬ 
related sense of the sentence. He gets a unitary idea out of 
the inter-related diverse meanings of the words" 9 . 

DeSika has, in his Nyaya Parikiddhi, profusely quoted 
from ancient thinkers to support the view of 
Anvitabhidhana, but, he is not very critical of those thinkers 
of the same school who are for the theory of 
Abhihitanvaya. In his Tattva Mukta Kalapa he pronounces 
that even the theory of Abhihitanvaya, is not in any way 
damaging the philosophy of Visistadvaita. Based on the 
arguments of Ramanuja, advanced in his Sri Bhasya, some 
followers of this school admit Abhihitanvaya as the theory 
of verbal knowledge. Desika, known for his syncretist 
tendency, admits of the possibility of conveying the sense 
of the sentence through the sense of the words, especially 
to the young children, at the time of their learning. But, it 
is an established fact, he says, that, whatever be the theory 
of verbal knowledge Abhihitanvaya or Anvitabhidhana, it 
is impossible to establish the Nirvisesa Brahman through 
verbal testimony 90 . 

The AparyavasSna Vftti: 

The theory of verbal knowledge as adopted by the 
school of Visistadvaita, namely the Anvitabhidhana Vritti, 
signifies that the words have the power to denote the 
respective meanings along with the qualities or differences. 
The power of giving unitary meaning or 
‘Visistarthabhidhayitva’ of the words is the conclusion that 
is drawn from the above theory of verbal knowledge. 

| p- 152 
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The power of the word to denote is not, therefore, 
limited to the Vi£esana part, but it implies the Visesya 
together with the Visesasanas. This deeper sense of 
denotation is called "Aparyavasana Vrtti.’ The substratum 
and the attributes go always together, and so words denote, 
according to the Anvitabhidhana Vttti, the individuals 
qualified by the generic attributes. 


cU-MMI 




rT/g/5F. 4-78 


The Vaisesika analysts are of opinion that the jati or 
generic attribute is a distinct and eternal entity underlying 
all objective reality and they advocate that the jati is the 
import of the words. The Mlmasakas also opine that the 
words directly mean the jati or the general, and that they 
indirectly indicate the individuals. This theory of the 
Vaisesikas and the mlmasakas, propagating the primary 
denotation of jati to the words, is against experience and 
so inadmissible. The school of Vi&istadvaita upholds that 
Brahman is the sole ground and sustainer of all others in 
this multi-universe, and that there is not an eternal entity 
like jati. After all what is jati? It is an attribute only that 
gives objectivity and reality to the objects. The words 
signify the individuals alone and not the generic attribute, 
for the generic attribute is in no way helpful to the 
furtherance of our activities. Moreover, our mind cannot 
conceive of the jati without the individual at any time. 

‘ottlrbvjfMi ^ fgyift ■Rtouit’ i 2333 

The words we use are of different kinds and 
categories. Some words definitely mean the jati, such as 
jati and samanyam. Some other words mean only the 
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individual such as vyakti, svarupam etc. words, other than 
these, that form the majority, mean the individual qualified 
by the generic attributes. So, it is justified to maintain that 
words in general denote the individual invariably 
accompanied with their characteristic features 91 . 

The mimamsaka view point that words have a two¬ 
fold import, a primary one.meankig the jati, and a 
secondary one meaning the individual or vyakti, is not 
tenable as all the words signifying the jati must imply the 
substratum or the vyakti. Gotva or cow hood can be known 
only when the cow is known. It is impossible to know the 
genus with out knowing the particular. The prathyaya and 
the sthiti of Gotva depend upon its substratum, the cow, 
and this dependence of genus on the individual affirms that 
it is impossible to imply the genus in the absence of 
signifying the individual. So the import of the words like 
cow and others is undoubtedly the individual 92 . 

DeSika has thus criticised other theories of verbal 
import and has established his theory that the words 
meaning the jati must imply the vyakti or individual. This 
theory is extended to words signifying the attributes or 
gunas also to imply their locus the guni. 

I p-153 

The attributes are inseparably related to their 
substratum, and so, all words meaning the Dharma or guna 
imply their substratum. This leads to the conclusion that 
words signifying the inseparable attributes denote their 
substratum, unless otherwise ordained. 
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All words meaning different material and spiritual 
objects mean ultimately Brahman the innerself of all. This 
school has propounded this import of Aparyavasana Vrtti, 
as it has realised the oneness of the Absolute Brahman as 
the Immanent principle, amidst the multiplicity of the 
sentient and the non-sentient entities. So, all the words, 
used to signify all objects sentient and non-sentient that 
are the inseparable attributes of Brahman, denote in the 
primary sense Brahman, the super subject, the All-self. 93 

All words used to denote the bodies primarily mean 
the indwelling conscious being, and so they denote the 
Absolute who is the inner self of all. It is in this sense that 
Brahman is described as ‘Sarva Sabda Vachya’ 94 . 

It may be objected to this that any kind of transaction 
in this world would become impossible, if all words used 
by all would only refer to the cosmic principle. But it is not 
so. Though the import of all the words is ultimately the 
Absolute Reality, yet the denotation of some words is 
restricted by us according to our purposes to signify the 
attributes only, and these words are called Niskarsaka 
6abdas. When we intend to signify objects other than 
Brahman, the scope of denotation of particular words is 
limited to such objects only. -So, there happens to be no 
confusion. 

It is according to this convention alone, that in the 
statement ‘That thou art’ the word ‘Thou’ refers only to 
Svetaketu and not to Brahman, the Innermost self. If not, 
there would have been no chance of an advice at all. The 
nominative of address Svetaketu is limited only to that 
individual as the situation of enlightenment naturally 
demands. The statement is expressed very clearly as ‘That 
thou art’. In this instance, ‘Samanadhikaranya’ is desired 
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either through the relation of cause and effect or through 
the relation of body and soul. In both cases, the sense of 
the word thou results in that of the word ‘That’. 

So, it is concluded that except in the case of words 
purposefully used with limited denotation, all words signify 
Brahman only. Ramanuja has expounded this theory of 
import of words by means of ‘Samanadhikaranya according 
to the principle of Arunadhikarana. So, all words denoting 
various objects sentient and non-sentient, denote Brahman 
only, as the world of matter and finite selves happen to be 
its inseparable attributes 95 . 

Verbal knowledge does not require k&ry&rtha only for 
being valid: 

The Prabhakara Mimasakas maintain that words have 
Adya-vyutpatti, only in activity which is observed from the 
activity of elders 96 , and so all words are said to indicate 
something to be done. They are valid with regard to 
prescribing some activity or other. Only such sentences 
among the Vedas that enjoin action are valid, and others 
that denote existent things arc invalid to the above school. 
Their theory is that the power of words to express things 
can be determined, only according to certain actions 
prescribed by them. An old man orders one, near by, to 
bring a cow and he goes and leads the cow there. The child, 
nearby, understands by this activity of the elders the 
meaning of the sentence "Bring the cow". After listening to 
various sentences like "Tie down the cow", "Bring the horse" 
and others, the child makes out the import of the woods 
bring, tie down, horse and others. Thus, the Mimamsakas 
contend that verbal knowledge depends upo-n only 
"Karyartha" and that words cannot denote existing thing or 
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"Siddhartha". This theory of the Mimamsakas is not 
admissible to the Vedantins who posit the theory that the 
words convey primarily the ’’Siddhartha", or the existing 
things, as Brahman. 


Even though the view point of the Mimamsakas that 
the words depend upon Karyartha is admitted, it must be 
agreed that the power of the words does necessarily denote 
even the existing things. Of the four senses the word, 
namely Mukhya, Gauna, Laksanika and Tatparya, though 
a word has primary sense, it denotes something else by the 
power of intention or tatparya, and so there is no hard and 
fast rule that words do not denote things other than those 
determined by actions. Though the school of Mlmasa 
considers the Veda as signifying "sacrificial action", other 
Existent things or Siddharthas, such as the different agents 
like the Ritvik, the Yajamana and others, the different 
means such as kapala, purodasa and others, and the 
different results such as Svarga, svarajya and others, are 
also implied. These are all accomplished things and are 
implied by the power of intention, dependent upon the 
sentences enjoining sacrificial action. 


‘3TW: chl4ftytad«ll 


p-4-72, p-230 


The Prabhakaras classify words as vedic and non-vedic, 
and contend that vedic words mean karyartha, whereas the 
non-vedic mean siddhartha. This classification is not 
reasonable as no such watertight division could be made 
between vedic and non-vedic words. 97 
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There is no rule that words either vedic or non-vedic 
have meaning, only with reference to things that are to be 

done, for we see many statements like ftdl % 

"your father is safe", serving some purpose. These words 
denote facts that are existing. It is in our ordinary 
experience to teach children gradually and repeatedly by 
pointing out with our finger at different objects and using 
words that denote them. As a result of this, the children 
get an idea that such and such a word denotes such and 
such a thing. This strengthens the conviction that words 
have the power to denote even things that are already 
existing. So vedic words have the power to denote 
Brahman that is ever existing in all entities, as their 
immanent principle. What is of primary importance here is 
the relating of Bodhya Bodhaka Bhava between the words 
and their relative objects. It is on account of this that the 
words convey both Karyartha and Siddharatha. 98 

The Principal Texts of Verbal Authority: 

The school of Visistadvaita believes in the authority of 
the entirety of the vedas, the eternal sacred teaching. The 
veda is impersonal or is Apauruseya, in as much as it is not 
the original composition of any person, just like any poetry, 
drama or story. The several references found therein such 
as ‘the composers of the hymns’, this is the breath of the 
Lord’, ‘the Riks and the Samans were produced’, ‘the yajus 
was born out of that’ etc. do not go to prove its personal 
origination, but only its propagation at different times and 
. ways. The vedic statements are inherently valid and 
authoritative. It is maintained that the order of the letters 
of the vedic scripture is also eternal, due to the eternal 
desire of the Supreme. The Lord is going to preach the 
Vedas to the four faced Brahma at the beginning of every 
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cycle of cosmic creation, according to the order that existed 
in previous creations. The Nayyayika view that God is the 
author of the vedas and that the vedas are authoritative on 
account of their being His words, is not acceptable to the 
Visistadvaitins. The Veda is equally authoritative, and it is 
on account of these Vedas that we can reach the supreme 
Being. These infalliable texts establish the existence of the 
Divine being. The vedas contain the commands of the 
Divine Being, and they are the only means to know the 
Absolute Brahman, Lord Narayana. 

The vedas comprise of two parts namely the 
Karmakanda and the Brahma Kanda. The former deals 
with the ways and means of worshipping the Almighty, 
whereas the latter describes that worshipful Supreme 
Being. 

The Smrtis clarify and ellucidate the significance of the 
former part, whereas the epics substantiate the teachings 
of the latter part. 

The Ithihasa, Puranas and Smrtis have the vedas or 
their origin. The Smrtis of Manu and others are 
authoritative in to, as they never go against the teachings 
of the vedas anywhere. The Dharma sastras are many, and 
they are valid as long as they agree with the vedas. The 
Puranas are classified into different types meant for 
different types of men. So such of the Puranas that are in 
full agreement with the teachings of the vedas are fully 
authoritative. Of the Agama texts the Pancharatragama is 
an important authority, as it does not contradict the veda 
anywhere. Whenever there is a difference of opinion 
between one Purana and another, it is advised that the 
validity of such statements is to be judged, according to 
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their belonging to the satvic or rajasic or tamasic group. 
When there is a difference between the veda and the 
puranas, the puranas that are against the Veda are to be 
discarded. 

In this school, nothing is accepted or discarded 
dogmatically only on the core of their belonging to certain 
texts, but the different texts are carefully examined in the 
light of the teachings of the veda, and such portions of even 
opposite schools, like the Pasupata, Samkhya and others, 
as are not opposed to the sacred teachings of the vedas, are 
accepted wholeheartedly Utmost importance is, therefore, 
given to the validity and authoritativeness of the vedas, and 
the validity of all other texts is verified with reference to 
them. 

The main features of Visistadvaitic conception of 
verbal knowledge may now be summarised as follows : 

1. Verbal knowledge is the most important as it is the 
only means to know Brahman. 

2. The theory of Anvitabhidhana is the theory of verbal 
knowledge. 

3. Verbal testimony cannot signify unqualified objects. 

4. All words have the power to signify Brahman the 
Innermost self of all by the Aparyavasana Vrtti. 

5. Verbal statements signify even existent objects. 

6. All texts are valid so long as they agree with the Veda. 



Viiistadvaitic Epistemology 


79 


References : 


1. (1R) W I 
ftfrT: yRlIrl: I 

3WlrN+^Hl«m4 il^H, I 

SIHIr^H, 3#? ^frT cfT, WJIH, I 

2. Vedanta Desika refers to the different theories as follows :- 
Akhyathi of the Prabhakara school, Anyathakhyathi of the 
Nyaya school, Visayarahita Dhi and Anadhistana Buddhi of 
the Boudhas Bahyarthakarayoga of the Soutranitkas. 
Sadasaditara Dhi of the Advaitic school, Sunya Dhi of the 
Madhyamika school, Atma Dhi of the Yogachara school and 
Yathartha Buddhi of the Visistadvaita school. 3ffv. ^TT. 201 


3. R.T.S. P. 89 

4. T.M.K. 4-4 

5. T.M.K. 4-7 

6. R.T.S. P. 89 

7. T.M.K. 4-3; See Sarvartha Siddhi. 

8. T.M.K. 4-1, 2 

9. T.M.K. 4-3; N.S., p. 238 

10. : <4W|u4 

d^rMdMM^H r 4-104 

11. T.M.K. 4-104 

12. JWIWJW OyfddH. IW 1 RTT^ 

}TR vfifal URTftrfcf d^HId, I <T«TT ^ 

fo|l'll(d+rdi)d ^tbPlcihif: |’ *T.fa. - 247 


13. N.P. p. 171 

14. N.P. p. 92 

15. h^ ^ 1*^4 2 () qcin 



80 


Vi&stadvaitic Epistemology 


y^di enroll: i’ ^. 9 ft. - 92 


16. N.P. p. 92. 

17. N.P. p. 92 

18. f%W5R5t54 ^Sf: 5r«|c|HIft Wb-lfe'l'KI14) ^TPT 

%ftf3 I cKURH.... l’ ^n.9ft. - 94 


19. N.P. p. 94 

20. 'dcl^d TtfrRrft 9T <*icieitft«bR 91 I 


cW 1 VWM«IM 1 «JI 


^9T.9ft. 91 


21 . 


9.3.9;./ 4 -10 


9^ ymillSIHIUMcl^lRehftrilillS - °99'gftftft-9TV 
5599FR^prf9999m I 9.fa. 180 

22. T.M.K. 4-10, 11 

23. tfroqift'ifH irlr9c93, I 9fij 99c9 9^3 ? ^fcT ^3 


55 9191 9T^ OJlfrlHIH,’ 



24. Desika says - 


9 . 3 . 9 ;. 4-10 

25. Phil of Vis., P.N.S. p. 49 

26. Vedanta Desika : A study . Dr. Satyvrath Sing, p. 186-187 
See also into, to VS. Sri S.S.R., p. 17 

27. S.P. 1-1-1. p. 252 

28. T.M.K. 4-10 

29. T.M.K. 4-16 

30. T.M.K. 4-17; 9.fa. 187 

31. N.P. p. 45 

32. Hplftld chl^IdH* I 


9/3.9i. 1-7 



Visistadvaitic Epistemology 


81 


33. Dar p. 212 

34. Dar. p. 212 

35. T.A. 1-2 

36. N.P. p. 85 

37. S B. II-1-13. 

38. See Y.M.D. 


39. N.P. p. 95 

40. N.P. p. 95 

41. N.P. p. 96 

42. N.P. p. 96 

43. N.P. p. 96 

44. VS. Conjeevaram Edn. pp. 400-401 

45. N.P p. 96 

46. Dar p. 215 

47. Y.M.D. 

48. S.B. 1-1-1; T.M.K. 4-32 

49. I 


50. 



I 


51. KHi^nfUilsfq 

3JFT& ^ yHluilrd+c^HH. I 


52. Bhattas and Advaitins take this as a cognition take this as a 
cognition consisting of Pratyaksha and Smrti. Nayyayikas take 
this as a special kind of perception. 

53. Phil of Vis. P.N.S. p. 60 

54. 

55. SB. 1-1-1 

56. S.B. 1-1-1 



82 


Vi&istadvaitic Epistemology 


57. The objection of the Charvakas against the distinctive nature 
of inference viz., 

Jfl: || 


is counted thus : rftf ^oT^rfoi^i^ | 

<nnft jtctstt i ^n.^rft 98 


This objection is self-contradictory as reasons have been duly 
put forward for the refutation of inference. If the inference 
used by the opponent for purposes of smashing down the 
validity cf inference is admitted as not governed by the 
pervasion it becomes, in fact, ineffective. If pervasion is 
admitted the charge against inference applies to it also equally. 
Thus validity of inference cannot be refuted at any rate. 


58. *fl &H<t>MIK4i *1^1 I 

* Omraft ^TWlflratsft II 89 


59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 


See T.M.K. 4-43, and 45 



I 


T.M.K. 4-47., See Sarvartha Siddhi p. 216 



63. <pTT I 


64. 

65. 




1 : 


- 99 


ioo 


99 

^TTTTft 99 
99 


66. ?ni 4 i <nnfa H^rterf-HPid 



Visistadvaitic Epistemology 


83 


I <J cPffTRT 

Cl5> u l ^4: 


if I ... 

ftlFT: |’ 

tf.fa. 216 


67. N.P. p. 102 

68 . 

(1W ? 


: ^1, ^rl ft 



^TJlft. 102 


69. T.M.K. 4-51 102 

70. T.M.K. 4-52, 53. 

71. N.P. p. 103 

72. N.P P. 105 


73. N.P. p. 105 

74. ^cTr^TftnTft: *llkHI<rtl!rt u lcc|H J l'-t<c(Tc|+V 106 

75. I Tf^fnPTl 

l’ 


76. N.P. p. 107 


77. wraT^r 




78. N.P. p. 175 

79. N.P. p. 142 

80. N.P p. 142 

81. N.P. . 142. 


82. 3X1*51 


108 


83. N.P p. 143 

84. N.P. p. 144 

85. T.M.K. 4-67 

86. N.P. p. 149 

87. T.M.K. 4-71 



Visistadvaitic Epistemology 


84 

88. N.P. p. 149 

89. N.P. p. 151 

90. T.M.K. 4-93; 

91. p. 233 

92. T.M.K. 4-79; S.S. p. 233 

93. N.P. p. 153; T.M.K. 4-85 

94. S B. H-3-17 

95. T.M.K. 4-84, 85, 86 

96. T.M.K. 4-72 

97. T.M.K. 4-73 

98. T.M.K. 4-74; A.S. 27, 28; S.B. 1-1-1; Y.M.D.; S.S. p. 231 



85 


Doctrine of Matter 
according to Vishishtadvaitha 

The scriptures declare that the supreme Brahman, the 
primeval cause of this universe is to be known as 
characterized by the inseparable attributes namely the 
sentient and the non-sentient orders or principles and it is 
the one reality that is the inner self of all other entities. 
Thus Brahman is transcendent and at the same time 
immanent in all entities. Brahman is the inner controller 
and container of all other substances sentient and non- 
sentient and so all words name Brahman in the ultimate 
analysis. The Absolute is the all self or ‘sarvatma’ that 
pervades the universe without being affected by its 
imperfections. So is the conclusion All words signify Him’ 
naturally drawn. 

frlPHcKllR l: xf Wd 

WftiW VlAftui 31% y<fcKH4)c| T^T«frc|T^ VlORuHsT 
HTRrnrrBr^Twr%f^T: 

flci^dHI^rHyehK I (p - 190) 

Thus according to Ramanuja, Brahman alone is the 
supreme reality Brahman is unity in and through diversity 
and this is not in conflict with appearance, unity is non¬ 
duality according to shankara. But according to Ramanuja, 
unity is synthesis. The prameya according to this darshana 
is a knowledge of Brahman characterised by the sentient 
and non-sentient. Prameya is that by knowing which we 
attain beatitude and without knowing which we are bound 
down to samsara. 
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umfcmti: o^Mcy 3mtfttarairc5jra«d3T«rf 

3m0f^fl^ei'4 ^Rcf jiilq : 

y*tfui -fri f^f^rr «ww: 

<T% ifej 3^^ I 

(p- 183) 

The metaphysical Brahman is the same as the God or 
c Isvara’ of religion and Ramanuja affirms that He must be 
known for going across the ocean of samsara. 
cfNW^^IW TTEf (Jjft.tn. l-l-l) The shruti 

also says that one becomes immortal only by knowing 
Brahman like this - d*ta fagl'T I d*ta fclf^rdl 

i ( 3 .^) 

Classification of Categories 

The predecessors of Ramanuja classified ‘tattva’ as 
three entities namely ‘chit’, ‘achit’ and Tshvara\ 

Yamunacharya says in his ‘Stotraratna’ as follows - cTr^T 

rfr^niFf ^IWciii ... etc and means that the 
tattvas are three. The three entities are different though 
they are harmoniously united to form one unity. Ramanuja 
emphasises on unity when he asserts that the absolute is 
one. Both these are perfectly in keeping with the school of 
Vishsishtadvaitha. 

HcTST nTcifnfrl clT rTr^Fftf^ 

TT TT^TTTT ^ cRTRT 

|| ^TT. qft. (p - 184) 

All the followers of this school admit difference and 
distinction in nature between one another amongst the 
three entities namely Jivatman, Matter and Paramatman 
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and they affirm oneness of Brahman qualified by the other 
two entities. So; there is no difference of opinion amongst 
these masters. 

The Sutrakara favours the idea of one Absolute 
Reality characterised by its modes as affirmed in the sutra 

“37sncft and also as described in the succeeding 

sutras. Prameya is only one Absolute Brahman with its 
modal expressions. Anything else is a Prameya only as a 
prakara of that Brahman. So for aspirants Brahman alone 
thus characterised is the goal of study. 

There are other kinds of categorizations followed by 
different thinkers. Some describe the tattva as three 
according to the way of discriminating the body from the 

soul. jjftcTR ^1 *Tc^T 

ffcT ^ f^IT cTr^ f^RPlf^T cHTlft *W<+'r< 

|| (p - 184) 

With the intention of discriminating the body from the 
soul, other masters classified "tattva" as the enjoyer, the 
object of enjoyment and the prompter, the Eeshwara. 

This kind of classification is mentioned by shruti, yet 
it is not all comprehensive. Much is implied in this 
categorization as ‘kaala’ and ‘adravya’ are implicit in it. 

Some thinkers declare the tattvas to be four or five viz 
- ‘pradhaanam’, ‘purusha’, ‘vyakta’ and ‘kaala 5 wherein 
‘purusha 5 includes ‘paramapurusha 5 also. 

and some others describe the tattva as twenty-five, twenty- 
six or twenty-seven. The twenty-five tattvas include the 
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twenty-four tattvas of the Sankhyas signified as ‘achat’ or 
‘prakriti’ and the Jiva or ‘purusha’ implying his ‘antaryaami 5 
the Absolute Brahman. 

The twenty four tattvas of the Sankhyas namely 
‘prakriti’, ‘mahat 5 , ‘ahamkara 1 , eleven indriyas and five 
tanmaatras, five bhutas along with the Jiva and 
Paramapurusha form twenty-six tattvas. 

These twenty-six along with ‘kaala’ make up twenty 
seven according to some other thinkers. 

Though tattva is described in different ways like this it 
makes no difference for the mere reason that the ultimate 
ground and goal is only one Supreme to whom all others 
are modes. Many of these categories are effects of their 
causes and get subsumed under the one real cause 
constituting all these. The ultimate substance is one 
Brahman or paratattva. 

rnj«rf wt fcnr**i fVd<4di 

HW R^KIdi xT qcrfftyln T^T I 

(P - 184) 

Again this is classified into five categories as 
‘praapyam’, ‘praaptaa’, ‘praaptyupaaya:’, "nivartyam 5 , 
‘phalanT and along with the ‘sambandha vishesha’ or 
relationship, this is said to be six. 

All these different kinds of categorization are not 
opposed to one another but affirm that the substance and 
sustenance of all is only one Absolute. Some classifications 
stress upon the number and nature of other categories with 
a definite purpose of enlightening the aspirant effectively 
on certain aspects. The details are described in some kinds 
of categorization where as they are implied in others. It is 
significant that all these kinds of categorization are meant 
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for the guidance of the seekers after truth and are 
propounded from a definite view point. 

rT=Trr=T Wr^fcl ?l cfrtt Idltid 

I (p - 204) 

Some categorizations are descriptive while others are 
comprehensive. Their significance is ‘aikya’ or ‘vaishishtya’ 
and so it is essential to realize the one reality - Brahman 
which includes all others in itself as its modes. Thus the 
school of Vishishtadvaitha advocates that the Prameya or 
‘metaphysical category’ is only one namely, Brahman 
characterised by the sentient and the non-sentient. 

Categorisation according to other schools : 

Gautama defined Prameya as follows : < 3TTr T T 

These twelve tattvas enumerated by the school of Nyaya 
are acceptable to this school. Deshika has made a mention 
of this in his Nyaya Parishuddhi (See nya. pari (p - 183)). 
The same Prameya is described briefly by some as four 
namely - “heyanT, ‘tasyanivartakam’, ‘haanam’, 
‘tasyopaaya:’. 

The seven-fold categorization of the school of Kanaada 
as ‘^J|U|cb4«WMl«|^i|ifc)WW|e|Ksi||: Wlfis reduced 
to two namely ‘dravya’ and ‘adravya’ as ‘saamaanyavishesha’ 
and ‘samavaaya’ and others are rejected summarily as not 
possible of being independent entities and of the remaining 
three ‘karma’ gets included in ‘guna’. 

% FTFFFfc^WirarRrT^n F^TSrfFRrcnrfrr^^ 
I rmsr i ^fnT: 
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c guna’ is always found inseparable from ‘dravya’ and so it is 
more significant to divide Prameya into ‘dravya 5 and 
‘adravya 5 instead of ‘dravya’ and ‘guna’. 

The followers of ‘shaivaagama’, postulate a 
categorization of thirty-six entities as detailed here under - 
Two tattvas namely ‘maayaa’ and ‘purusha’. Five 
‘shuddhatattvas namely ‘shivatattva’, ‘shaktitattva’, 
sadaashivatattva’, ‘Ishvaratattva’ and ‘vidyaatattva’ and five 
tattvas namely ‘kaala’, ‘niyati’, ‘kalaa’, ‘vidyaa’ and Taaga’ in 
addition to the twenty-four tattvas formerly explained. All 
the tattvas of this school could be included in the twenty- 
six or twenty-seven tattvas including ‘kaala’ as said above, 
‘maaya’ is included in ‘trigunam’, ‘purusha’ in ‘jivatattva’. 
The five ‘shuddhatattvas that are accepted to be only one in 
‘Ishvaratattva’, the twenty-four tattvas in ‘achit’ otherwise 
called as ‘maaya’. So much so, thirty-one categories of the 
‘shaivaagama’ school are included in Tattva-traya only. 
Among the other five, ‘raaga’ is a particular state of 
consciousness of the soul and not a distinct entity, 
‘vidyaatattva’ said to be the means of generation of 
knowledge and this is superfluous as the mind and the 
senses are enough for that purpose, ‘kalaa’ which is said to 
be responsible for the cleansing of sin and merit, the dirt 
of the ‘jiva’ being the ‘kartrshaktyatmaka’ is nothing other 
than ‘aksharaavasthaa’ of the ‘prakriti’ itself. The 
‘niyatitattva’ also is not a distinct one, for it can be included 
in the will of God if it means the ‘niyantritvashakti’ of God 
or karma itself in the form of ‘punyapaapa’ if it implies the 
rule of unavoidable effects. This may also be explained as 
the particular ‘shakti’ in the several causal collocations and 
so does not form a distinct category (nya. si - p - 203) 
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Vedanta Deshika has analysed and described the 
different categories that are united as inseparable attributes 
with the Reality. The classical work Nyaya Siddhanjana as 
well as ‘tattvamuktaakalaapam’ deal with the 
Vishishtadvaithic metaphysics in a very thorough way. 
These two works deal with the Prameya according to the 
conclusions of Ramanuja. The Vishishtadvaitha siddhanta 
of Ramanuja has been systematized and interpreted 
admirably by Vedanta Deshika. 

There are actually six entities to be known by a person 
who is desirous of attaining beatitude. They are namely - 

H i k^MKi ^ wrn sn ffife d ft r ^ n 

1. The nature of Brahman whom one has to attain 

2. The nature of the individual self 

3. The means of attaining perfection 

4. The fruit of all Sadhanas 

5. The obstructions for the attainment of perfection 

These five along with the extra-ordinary relationship 
of the world of souls and matter with Brahman form the 
six essential things to be known thoroughly and of these a 
thorough knowledge of the three entities of ‘tattvatraya’, 
though forming a part of this is insisted upon for purposes 
of dispelling the ‘dehaatmabhrama’ and 
‘svatantraatmabhrama’. It is only for this purpose of 
discriminating the soul from matter and the Supreme from 
matter and soul that the scriptures describe reality in terms 
of ‘bhoktaa’, ‘bhogyam’ and ‘preritaa’. 

According to Vishishtadvaitha, Prameya is divided into 
two categories namely substance and non-substance. They 
are classified further as follows - 
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fsT^n ^miRni II 

1-6 

Substance i# broadly classified into rwo divisions 
namely ‘jada’ or material and ‘ajada’ or non-material. 


PRAMEYAM 

1 

1 

1 

| 


1 

ADRAVYAM 

_l_ 

1 

1 

1 

DRAVYAM 

1 

1 1 1 
SATVAM RAJAS TAMAS 

1 1 1 
shabdasparsharuparasagandhaa: shakti: san yoga: 

1 

JADAM 

1 


1 

MADAM 

1 

1 

AVYAKTAM 

1 

kaala: pratyak 

1 

1 1 

PARAAK 

1 


1 

jiva: 

1 1 1 
isha: NiTYAViBHun: matt: 


Avyakta or matter as well as kaala or time form 
‘jadadravya’. The non-material is further classified into two 
divisions namely the pratyak or the self-aware substance 
and the paraak or the substance that is not self aware. The 
pratyak is. again two fold namely the finite self and the 
universal self. 

The Parak is again two fold as the Nitya vibhuti or 
transcendental matter and Mathi or Dharmabhuta jnana or 
attributive consciousness. The adravya is ten fold being the 
five qualities of the five elements and the three gunas 
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namely ‘sattva’, ‘rajas’, and ‘tamas’ along with ‘shakti’ and 
‘samyoga’. 

Thus according to Vishishtadvaithic metaphysics the 
real Reality or Brahman is the self-aware transcendental 
being and the six fold characterization of substances namely 
‘avyakta’, ‘kaala’, ‘jiva’, ‘Ishvara’, ‘nityavibhuti’ and 
‘dharmabhutajnaanam’ or ‘mathi:’, is not in contradiction 
or in conflict with the former three fold division of the 
‘tattvatraya’ or the enumeration of only one Supreme being 
as the principle of ‘vishishtaikya’. The visheshya or 
substratum is more prominent than the ‘visheshana’ or 
attribute. So of these six substances, the three namely 
‘prakriti’, ‘jiva’ and ‘Ishvara’ happen to be visheshyas and 
the other three namely ‘kaala’, ‘nityavibhuti’, and ‘mati’ are 
attributes and so these three are included in the former 
three while classifying only three entities, ‘kaala’ or time is 
a ‘visheshana’ For all the three entities, ‘dharmabhutajnaana’ 
is an attribute of both ‘jiva’ and ‘Ishvara’. ‘nityavibhuti’ or 
transcendental matter forms an attribute of ‘Ishvara’ 
according to his will and transforms into forms like the 
divine form as well as other accessories like mantapa, 
gopuram etc. This becomes an attribute of ‘nitya’ and 
‘mukta’ also according to the will of the Supreme. Thus the 
six substances are all implied while mentioning only three. 
These five namely ‘kaala’, ‘avyakta’, ‘jiva’, ‘nityavibhuti’ and 
‘mathi:’ are included as attributes in the one transcendental 
Supreme when we state that reality is one on which the 
existence of all others depend. Therefore there is no 
conflict or difference in the metaphysical position even 
though the Prameya or tattva is described as one Supreme 
Reality in unity or three entities or six entities. 

While examining the viewpoints of Vaisheshika 
atomists, regarding the seven fold tattvas, Deshika 



94 


Doctrine of Matter according to Visistadvaita 


examines them carefully and finds fault with such type of 
categorization. His views on some of the categories may 
be expressed thus - 

‘ dravya:’ - The definition of ‘dravya 5 as given by 
Deshika is as follows - 1-9) 

dMKHH, I I 

A material or dravya is that which happens to be a 
material cause of things coming into being. A material 
cause is that which is capable of assuming different states. 
It abides in the effects, which are changes of its states. An 
effect or state or ‘avasthaa 5 is that which is an attribute of 
the substratum and which is ‘aagantuka 5 and 
‘aprithaksiddha 5 with it. This definition of a state being 
qualified by the term ‘aagantuka 5 excludes all inseparable 
attributes like that of Prameyatva in non-materials like 
‘shabda 5 , ‘sparsha 5 and others. Then even ‘shabda 5 and 
others would have become c dravya\ The term ‘aagantuka 5 
excludes all non-materials, as the quality of ‘prameyatva 5 is 
natural or ‘svabhaavasiddha 5 to them. The term 
‘aprithaksiddha 5 also is significant in defining ‘avasthaa 5 . 
Any substance which is ‘aagantuka 5 cannot be an c avasthaa\ 
A certain quality not always existing with the substratum 
but which occurs only at certain times is an ‘aagantuka 
dharma 5 and according to this ‘ghatatva 5 , ‘kapaalatva 5 , 
“churnatva 5 or ‘pindatva 5 occur only at certain times and 
happen to be ‘aagantukadharmas of Earth. Similarly 
Brahman qualified by the ‘chit 5 and ‘achit 5 takes upon the 
states of ‘prakrititva, mahatva, ahamkaaratva, 
tanmaatratva 5 and ‘aakaashatva 5 at the time of evolution. 
This ‘aakaashatva 5 would then become an ‘aagantuka 
dharma 5 of ‘brahman 5 which is its substratum, ‘aakaasha 5 is 
the container of ‘shabda 5 and by this relationship of 
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‘aadhaaraadheyabhaava’, ‘aakaasha’ is taken to be 
‘shabdavishishta’ and vice-versa, that is ‘shabda’ is 
‘aakaashavishishta’. The term ‘aprithaksiddha’ in the 
definition of ‘avasthaa’ excludes ‘shabda’ from becoming a 
‘dravya’ being the ‘upaadaana’ to ‘aakaasha’ by 
‘aadheyasambandha’ as the material ‘aakaasha’ is not 
‘aagantuka’ to ‘shabda’ but natural ‘svabhaavasiddha’. The 
essential characteristics of ‘dravya’ according to the Nyaya 
Vaisheshika systems is different from the above definitions. 
They analyse ‘dravya’ as ‘samavaya karana’ and so quite 
different from the karya. But according to Vishishtadvaitha 
the dravya or ‘upaadaana’ abides in the effects which are 
only changes of states. While Vishishtadvaitha divides 
‘dravya’ into six categories, the Nyaya Vaisheshika 
philosophers classify ‘dravyas as nine namely - 

‘guna’ - The Vaisheshikas enumerate twenty four 
gunas. These are all inclusive in the several categories of 
this system and never remain exclusive. The five qualities 
namely ‘$ukha’, ‘du:kha’, ‘ichChaa’, ‘dvesha’ and ‘prayatna’ 
are really aspects of consciousness and so are included in 
‘mathi:’. Vedartha Sangraha of Ramanuja explains that 
these are concepts of our consciousness. 

I p-217. 

The two gunas namely ‘dharma’ and ‘adharma’ are in 
essence the divine will to protect and to punish ans so are 
aspects of divine consciousness. Buddhi which is subject to 
expansion and contractions possesses the characteristic of a 
dravya in addition to its being a guna. Refer nya. pari 

(P-181). 


96 


Doctrine of Matter according to Vibistadvaita 


The other gunas form the category of ‘adravya 5 and so 
the Nyaya Vaisheshika categorization of ‘padaartha 5 into 
‘dravya’ and c guna’ is not acceptable to Vishishtadvaitha. 
‘dravya 5 which in the ultimate analysis means Brahman is 
scientifically analysed into ‘avyakta, kaala, jiva, Ishvara, 
nityavibhuti and dharmabhutajnaanam’. The gunas form 
‘adravya’ and so in this system the category of ‘guna 5 in 
addition to ‘dravya 5 is not admitted. 

‘karma’ - Karma or motion is accepted as a distinct 
category by the Vaisheshikas. There are two opinions about 
the concept of Karma. Some philosophers of this school 
prior to Ramanuja considered this as a distinct category 
whereas some others that preceeded. Swamy Deshika 
argued that there was no need of postulating it as a 
different entity in between the cause and effect. It is 
Deshika’s opinion that Samyoga is responsible for our 
knowledge of motion at different places. 




Deshika concludes as follows - 


tFlf I cTS 
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'juircr f^rhmnmf!; arrft 

f^TPT:| | (p- 180) 

Though Karma is admitted as a perceptible entity by 
Deshika, he includes it under the category of c adravya\ 

“saamaanyam” or generality which is admitted as a 
distinct category by the Nyaya Vaisheshika, philosophers is 
rejected as such in this school. The Sutrakara himself has 
discarded c saamaanya 5 as a distinct category in the 
c aarambhanaadhikaranam 5 where he establishes that the 
effect is nothing other than a different state of the cause. 
So there is not a substance like ‘avayavi 5 different from the 
‘avayava 5 s and consequently the theory of ‘saamaanya 5 
connoting the generality of ‘avayavi 5 such as ‘jarness’ is 
totally defeated by the Vedantins. 

*i<4KH^Idf«JI'd<mfTimd*)d 1 ^T: MilftHdMddotmad 
^oimfrfirrl rT^Tf^TcT Mdlrdlf^ 

flim-M- I 3T«^MMd^UM<4Jfd 

^ I (p - 179) 

In the opinion of Vedantins the effect is nothing but a 
change in the state of the cause. There is no ‘avayavin’ 
composed of ‘avayava’ s and so ‘saamaanyam’ is not 
admitted as a distinct category. Deshika discusses in detail 
the defects of accepting ‘saamaanya’ and concludes that it 
cannot be a distinct category. It is included in ‘adravya’ in 
this school. 

“vishesha:” - The system of Vishishtadvaitha 
considers ‘vishesha’ a distinct category of Vaisheshikas, as 
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superfluous. This category is described as - “‘sFcSrt 
Plr^^offrT: "Kaarikavali-10" and is 

postulated to explain the distinctions in the eternal atoms 
and entities. The Vaisheshikas are of the opinion that the 
world evolves out of the contact between the eternal atoms 
as ‘paramaanudvayasamyoga’ etc. They admit that the five 
elements namely the Earth, fire,water, air and space are 
eternal in their atomic form and every atom of every type 
is differentiated from others by this quality of Vishesha. 
Vishesha is thus admitted to distinguish one kind of atom 
from another. This view point is not acceptable to the 
Vedantins who do not admit of the eternal character of the 
atoms or of the constitution of the cosmos from the atoms, 
‘paramaanukaaranavaada’ is criticised by the Sutrakara in 

the sutra and incompatibilities 

of this school of thought are spoken out. 

The Vedantins explain that the distinctive character of 
things is self constituted and not due to any category like 
particularity. The chit, achit and Ishvara differ from one 
another on account of their very nature. The achit is jada 
and differs from chit and Ishvara. The chit though self 
aware like Ishvara is different from Him on account of its 
atomic nature or ‘anutva’ and ‘prakaratva’. Ishvara differs 
from the chit on account of His ‘prakaratva’ and ‘vibhutva’. 
‘vishesha’ need not be admitted just to explain the 
distinguishing features of these. The distinction between 
two non-eternal objects becomes established by their ‘jaati’, 
‘guna’ and others and like wise between eternal objects also 
this Vishesha’ is not necessary, ‘prithivi’, ‘ap’, ‘tejas’, 'vaayu’ 
and ‘aakaasha’ are non-eternal according to the Vedantic 
school being the evolution of primordial matter and ‘dik’ 
or direction is also non-eternal being only related to space 
or ‘aakaasha’. ‘vishesha’ or particularity is not needed to 
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distinguish time as it is easily distinguishable owing to its 
form of moment, day, hour etc and also due to its being 
‘paraak’ and ‘achctana’. The distinction between the finite 
self and the infinite is also very plain owing to one’s 
‘anutva, niyaamyatva, aadheyatva, sheshatva, shariratva’ as 
well as the other's ‘vibhutva, niyantritva, aadhaaratva, 
sheshitva and shariritva’. It may be argued then that 
particularity is to be essentially admitted to distinguish 
one self from another. This is also untenable. There is 
distinction between one self and another in the state of 
samsara owing to their unique and particular experiences 
of pleasure and pain as well as their desires and 
dispositions. 

The baddha and the ‘mukta’ are differentiated by the 
fact of their being ignorant and omniscient. The muktas 
and nityas are also easily differentiated on account of their 
purity being beginningless or otherwise. During the state 
of liberation also difference between the mukta and the 
nitya is possible, as the muktas are capable of re-collecting 
all their past qualified by certain circumstances in each 
particular case. Then how to distinguish between one 
mukta and another? That is easy for the former experience 
of one is different from another and is easy of 
distinguishing one from another. So there is no need to 
postulate a distinct category of c vishesha’ just to 
differentiate one from another. 


ffcnfarrrs*!: eRrwjci 

i (p - 178) 



Then what about the nityas that are similar in all 
aspects ? 
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Thus the school of Vishishtadvaitha discards ‘vishesha 5 
as a distinct category. 

c samavaaya: 5 - is admitted as a distinct categroy by 
the Nyaya Vaisheshika philosophers just to explain the 
relationship between ‘dravya 5 and ‘guna’ and others which 
are independent entities. This is described as - 

vidicOni i<d 1^5 ^uich 4 uii: i 

fin dm: !4<£|Rd: | kaarikaavali .. 


This is not admitted as a distinct category by the 
Vedantins as they argue that this relationship leads to 

infinite regress or ‘anavasthaa’. 



II Vedanta Sutras - II - 2 - 12. 


The school of Vishishtadvaitha postulates a 
relationship of ‘aprithaksiddhasambandha’ or never to be 
separable relationship, which is not a distinct entity but only 
a concept of dependence. The relationship between 
"dravya" and ‘guna’ is one of ‘aprithaksiddhasambandha’ in 
this school of thought and not one of inherence or 
‘samavaaya’. 

‘abhaava’ is a distinct category according to the Nyaya 
Vaisheshika thinkers. This again is not accepted by the 
Vishishtadvaithic philosophers. The Sutrakara criticises the 

school of ‘aarambhanavaada’ by the sutra 
% smfafal c||«w$ta|<i^: SKkRM* (II - 1 - 18) in the 
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‘aarambhanaadhikarana’. There is no category like ‘abhaava’ 
in the real metaphysical sense and so the school of 
Vishishtadvaitha refutes ‘abhaava’ as a distinct category. 

Having so far discussed about the nature of Supreme 
reality, which is a unity in and through the multiplicity of 
the chit and achit, which is in strict metaphysical sense the 
object of all Vedantic study, we shall now proceed to 
understand more about the several categories as analysed 
by Vedanta Deshika. The philosophy of reality concerns the 
study of six categories namely the ‘jadadravya’, ‘kaala’, ‘jiva’, 
'Ishvara’, ‘nityavibhuti’ and ‘mati\ 

Matter or Jadadravya 

‘jadadravya’ - ‘jadadravya is defined as a material 
which is a non-sentient substance which is not self aware. 
It is not self-aware. These things are objects of illumination 
and illumined by knowledge or consciousness. This exists 
for consciousness and is not in it. ‘jadadravya’ is two fold 
namely ‘trigunam’ and ‘kaala’. 

‘trigunam’ or ‘prakrititattva’ is spoken of as ‘akshara’, 
‘moolaprakriti’, avidya and maya. This is the locus of the 
trigunas namely satva, rajas and tamas. This prakriti is 
eternal or ‘akshara’ but is ever changing. Mutation is the 
law of matter, but it cannot work of its own accord. Divine 
will is responsible for its working, ‘triguna’ or matter is the 
underlying principle of all material evolution. This is called 
‘mula prakriti’ for the very fact of its being the underlying 
principle of material evolution which brings out all changes 
or mutations. It is called triguna being the substratum of 
the three gunas. It is termed ‘avidya’ as it obscures real 
knowledge. It is called ‘maayaa’ as it exhibits wonders of 
creation. The Gitacharya called this as ‘daivi hyeshaa 
gunamayi mama maayaa duratyayaa, (Gita 7 - 14). The 
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term ‘maayaa’ does not connote something which is unreal 
but it only points out this ‘prakriti 5 which is a means of 
wonderful creation. 

is said to be the real 
connotation of the term ‘maayaa 5 and never ‘mithyatva 5 . 
Ramanuja points out in his gadyam the three fold functions 
of prakriti as follows - 

|c(if$TcTT 

‘crnrr i etc. (Sharanagati Gadmay) 

fchcjiqi I (Shev. Upa) 

This is defined as follows - 

‘3T%rRT ^7T <Hrlrtf«lfsk4|l I 

fslijuil *Riu|i $3T 3Tf^ ll (R.T.S.) p - 85 

The Vishnu Purana mentions as follows - 

'tmuiw&i i 

«llo&W T$TrTT ^£|&«b rl RulflldH, II Vi. Pu 1-19-20 

Prakriti is defined in different ways. A material that 
has the quality of rajas through ‘aprithaksiddha’ relationship 
is ‘prakriti’ or a material that has the quality of tamas 
through ‘aprithaksiddhasambandha’ is ‘prakriti’. Though 
time or ‘kaala’ is also associated with the qualities of ‘rajas’ 
and ‘tamas’ by temporal relationship (‘kaalikasambandha’), 
it has not these by an inseparable relationship and so the 
definition will be apt. We cannot likewise define prakriti as 
that which has the quality of ‘satva’ through 
‘aprithaksiddhasambandha’ as it becomes too wide and 
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includes ‘nityavibhuti’ also. Prakriti is that which happens 
to be the causal collocation of that material qualified by the 
states of ‘mahatva’ or ‘ahankaaratva’. Perception in the case 
of materials like a jar and a piece of cloth etc and scripture 
in the case of ‘mahat’ and ‘ahankaara’ that cannot be seen 
are pramanas for the existence of c triguna\ 

c^H%rT etc 

The ‘saatvik’ quality promotes knowledge and 
happiness, ‘rajas’ is the cause of passion and sorrow and 
‘tamas’ is responsible for delusion, sleep and laziness (Refer 
Bhagavad Gita). In pralaya matter is in a static, 
undifferentiated stage which is called ‘avibhaktatamas’. 
These three qualities at that time, will be by divine will 
equally proportioned; when their proportion varies 
evolution or creation ensues. The ‘kaalaantaraanuvritti’ of 
this stage of creation is c sthiti’ or stage of existence. The 
primordial stage of matter when the three qualities of 
‘satva, rajas and tamas’ are ‘sama’ or of equal proportions 
is called as ‘avyakta, aksharam and tamas’ having very 
subtle changes or ‘vikaara’. The same is called ‘vyakta’. 
when there is tension of differentiation due to different 
proportions of these ‘gunas. This ‘mulaprakriti’ is said to 

be infinite in space and is described as 

dlftfcKkl* etc, but this 

implies that it is infinite only in such spaces as not contacted 
by the ‘nityavibhuti’. The nityavibhuti is said to be beyond 

the "trigunam" as it is said in -Heel 

etc. 

Though there is ‘gunatrayasaamya’ in all spaces in 
‘mulaprakriti’ it is classified into four types in view of the 
different states due to the slightest changes that ever take 
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place. These are ‘avibhaktatamas, vibhaktatamas, akshara 
and avyakta’. ‘avibhaktatamas’ is just like a seed that is 
stored in the granary for sowing, ‘vibhaktatamas’ is just 
like the seedling that is about to germinate above the soil, 
‘akshara’ is just like the seed that is soaked in water and 
‘avyakta’ is just like the seed that has swelled to sprout. 
These four stages are necessarily seen in the germination 
of a seed and the same happens to mulaprakriti and so 
these different names are given to that. 

As against ‘avyakta’ the ‘vyakta’ is that which 
transforms into the twenty three forms beginning from 
‘mahat’ and ending with ‘prithivi’. Even at the time of 
creation, prakriti which is infinite contains parts where 
changes take place and also parts where changes are not 
noticed just as a vast ocean contains parts of disturbance 
and non-disturbance. But matter is always undergoing 
change and so at a space bereft of transformation in the 
form of ‘mahat’ ‘ahankaara’ etc. there is an under current 
of change noticeable though very subtle. Matter undergoes 
change for the sake of spiritual evolution of the universe in 
accordance with the law of karma and divine will. 

‘prakriti’ according to Vedantins is quite different from 
the concept of ‘prakriti’ accepted by Sankhyas or Buddhists, 
Nyaya Vaisheshikas or Jainas. The Sankhyas consider 
‘mulaprakriti’ as an equilibrium state of the three qualities 
and assigned to it independent potency to work. The doer, 
enjoyer and tempter is ‘prakriti’ whereas the soul is merely 
a ‘saakshi’. Nyaya Vaisheshika thinkers imagine that 
prakriti is a conglomeration of atoms and it remains a 
mystery how these different atoms set to work 
independently. Buddhism considers matter as the sense- 
ultimates in perpetual flux but Vishishtadvaitha considers 
matter as a real element and a mode of divine 



Doctrine of Matter according to Visistadvaita 


105 


manifestation. This prakriti can function only on account 
of and in accordance with the divine will. Prakriti by itself 
cannot evolve, but only when it is ‘brahmaatmaka’. So the 
views of Sankhyas stating independent action to prakriti is 
smashed to pieces. 

There are two views regarding the ‘saavayavatva’ or 
‘niravayatva’ of ‘prakriti’. darsha (p -202). 

The first stage of evolution in prakriti is the mahat tatva 
with the three states of satva, rajas and tamas. This is a real state 
of a real cause. This is different from the mahat of the Sankhyas 
that consider a particular mental state like ‘adhyavasaaya’ (Ref - 
darsha - (p - 203), nya. si (p - 193) 

(N.S. p - 193)) as mahat. Adhyaavasaaya is an aspect of 
consciousness and cannot be attributed to a non-sentient 
object like matter. This mahat is of three states according 
to the three gunas and is named according to the 
preponderant guna as saatvika, raajasa and taamasa. Mahat 
changes into ahamkaara with the same three states 
according to the predominance of the three gunas. 

‘ahankaaratatva’ is defined as 

(N.S. p - 193). The concept of 
ahamkara as abhimaana cannot be accepted as it is an 
aspect of consciousness not possible in an achetana. 

# flHsJIcWSR nya. si (p - 193). 

This is called ahamkara as this causes the impression of 
self in the body which is non-self. ‘ ^ 3iHlcHpl ^ 

‘ahamkara’ so is not 

here the knowledge of the self as it is a different one from 
‘ahamartha’. ‘ahamkaara’ also means ‘durabhimaana’ or 
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conceit that results in insulting the nobler in this world. 
‘‘3TSSTCW ” 

This is called ‘ahankaara’ aptly as the contact of this tattva 
with the self is the root cause of mistaking the body for the 
self and also insulting the elders. This tattva is anyhow 
different from the attitude of ‘garva’ or conceit which is 
advised to be given up through discrimination. 

'em ^ vfcxt I fopi fotaTRT: 

* * ll ordains that a mumukshu should give 
up totally ‘ahamkaara 5 or ‘garva’ which is possible of 
discarding through discriminating intelligence whereas 
contact with ‘ahamkaaratattva 5 is not possible of giving up 
without the grace of God as it is the ‘daivigunamayi 
maayaa 5 of the Lord. This ‘ahankaara 5 is again three fold 
due to the predominance of ‘satva 5 , ‘rajas’ and ‘tamas’. The 
satvika ahamkara is called ‘vaikaarika’, ‘raajasaahankaara’ 
as ‘taijasa’ and ‘taamasaa’ as c bhutaadi\ Satvikaahamkara is 
the origin from which the eleven sense organs evolve 
whereas ‘taamasa‘ causes the evolution of the five elements, 
‘raajasa’ is ‘anugraahaka’, ‘sahakaari’ or an aid for both. 

From the satvik ahamkara aided by the rajasic 
ahamkara, originate the eleven sense organs. The indriyas 

are defined as follows by Deshika - ^fcT 

- (nya. si p - 193) 

The sense organs are those that are different from the 
different vital airs such as ‘praana, apaana, vyaana’ and that 
are found in several parts of the body such as the heart, 
ear, eye and others, and powerful of carrying on the several 
activities of those parts. The definition of Varada 
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Vishnumishra that the indriyas are different from the body 
and are helpful to the atman and are supported by the vital 

airs. ^ d^R^H.’ 

p - 193 and the definition of the Sankhyas that the 

evolutes of the satvik ahamkara are indriyas tnfc^«bl6 

(nya. si - p - 193) are narrow as these 
exclude the ‘apraakritendriya’ . Indriyas are of two types 
‘praakrita’ and ‘apraakrita’. The sense organs that are 
supported by only ‘shuddhasatva’ without even the least 
contact with ‘rajas and tamas’ are ‘apraakrita’ and those tat 
are associated with the three gunas are ‘praakrita’ indriyas. 
Some acharyas are of the opinion that this classification of 
‘apraakrita’ and ‘praakrita’ nature applies to even ‘avyakta, 
mahat and ahamkaara’. Again indriyas are two fold namely 
‘jnaanendriya’ or cognative sense organs and ‘karmendriyas 

or conative sense organs. *3IM SW< U I ^JtB $R*I 
nya-si. (p - 193). Indriyas that ae powerful of causing 
apprehension are cognative sense organs and these are six 
in number divided into two kinds namely internal or 
‘aantara’ and external ‘baahya’. The karmendriyas are five 
in number. These are conative sense organs. They are 
‘vaak, paanipaada paayupastha useful respectively for 
speech, grasping, movement, excretion and generation. 

*R: 31A R^ - The Sankhyas consider ‘manas’ as a 
‘karmendriya’ or conative sense organ as all activities are 
possible only through the mind. They say 

This view is not acceptable to Vishishtadvaitha 
according to which, mind is a strictly cognative sense organ 
for the simple reason that the mind functions only through 

the medium of consciousness. < ’?T^T 
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^TT. (p - 194). If it is to be viewed like this even the 
eye and others will have to be considered as conative sense 
organs. Mind is the inner co-ordinating organ of sense- 
knowledge and it has a three fold function. The sankhyas 
classify ‘antaikarana’ or .mind into three kinds namely 
‘ahamkara, chitta and buddhi which is not admitted here. 

3T?T: see darsha (p - 203). The same mind 

functions in all the three ways and happens to be the cause 
of bondage or release. It is called ‘ahamkaara 5 when it 
identifies the soul with the body. It is called chitta when it 
desires something and it is called buddhi when it 
discriminates the true from the false or the eternal from 
the non-eternal. So the concept of three kinds of ahamkaara 
is not admitted by this school. 


*PT: TTejriN 3T^rT: «RTUT I 

VUWIH, - Tig 

I (II - 4-11) nya. si 194, ta. 

Mu. ka 1-37. 


: * It is not tenable to argue that only 
one single sense organ is capable of functioning in different 
ways owing to its various Vritti 5 s just like the mind. This 
is contradicted by the ‘aagama 5 in the first place and 
experience next and more over this differentiation of sense 
organs is not invented by any one but laid down in the 
scriptures and so there is no room for ‘gaurava’ here. If 
not, it may be argued that, just as the Vaisheshikas conceive 
of one and the same ‘aakaasha’ to take the form of the 
organ of ear according to the previous merit of the purusha, 
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there might be only one sense organ powerful of forming 
different organs for all people in the world. This is not 
acceptable at all. Then, let the body itself assume the form 
of the sense organs. This is also not correct for the 
scripture lays down difference between the body and the 
sense organs. The body originates from the tanmatras and 
is ‘bhautika 5 whereas the sense organs originate from 
‘ahamkaara’. So the arguments that there is only one sense 
organ for all and that the body itself is the sense organ arc 
laid low. 

It is stated in some particular context in the 
Mahabharata that the five sense organs originate from the 
five elements or ‘bhuta 5 s. The scriptures also lay down that 

the sense organ of ear was born of the c dik - fi&h 

MiRrki?’ Is it not contradictory? No. This should not 
be construed in the strict sense of origination for the 
purpose of this statement is to stress upon the fact of 

l<-4ncfcc<=l of the five elements. Deshika states - 
"d<JWlfislc4^|W||<HiIi|S||^u| ftctf^’nya. si (p - 194). This 
has been thus explained in the Vedartha Sangraha. 
‘‘■qcTtTT^TteMT $R^|U|i TFT'TTCcT ?fcT 

ve. sa (p - 188). The same interpretation is to be applied 
for explaining the statements 3H51 h 4 f? TT 
TFT: Here nobody even the ‘haituka’ can 

assert that the mind is parthiva. HHtT: 

I cTFJ?F^T TIUMMcdH. I cTT 

I TieRT^T TFSTF ^TT 

^ < +>iR e +>i Tg?n: n vi. pu 1-2-46 
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^nrrrf FTf^RkrsTO^msr i <nc dWfU4di^i*i9ii<{)ft 

^cTTf^ vdl«l^ ?frf Ijf^sRM^cJrcn 

^*K9lR*H^l 'dW-d ^ Tl rf^* r ^* T < l ^ 

a«h i r<* i n) i sRmffr ^ fwd^sq ft i 

ve. sam (p - 188) 


The statement ' 5 R& 1 P 1 d<-HI^’ does not imply ‘laya 5 
but only ‘pravesha’ and so the tanmatras are not the origin 
of the indriyas. (ta. mu. ka I 34-35) It is thus established 
that all the sense organs are not bhautika but only 
‘ahamkaarika’. 


The subtlety of the sense org ans - Some thinkers 
consider the mind as eternal. But this is not correct for the 
very reason that scriptures lay down the origination of the 
mind from satvik ahamkara. Mind is said to be all- 
pervasive by some others but it is also not acceptable to 
the philosophers of the school of Vishishtadvaitha. 


WTt d * oil rdl ^ 



Pi Hire) wfcf 'Sfo^TRTT^^T 


sarvaarthasiddhi (p - 46). (ta. mu. ka 1*39) 


The sutrakara also says that these indriyas are all 
subtle or minute and not all pervasive by nature in the sutra 

‘STJRSF (II - 4- 6). But this is meant not to affirm that the 
sense organs are all atoms but only to stress upon their 
extreme subtlety When the soul departs from the body all 
these sense organs accompany the soul unseen by anyone 
and this goes to prove that they are very subtle. 
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TOCGnvg SRTOtfaR: I 
wifi cny t ^ rf ^cu^ r ^ i 


(Gita 15 - 8) 


d*&c*IU*d 3TOm 3T*ijsKWf^i (^.3. - 4-4-2) etc are 
authorities for this. 


The scripture lays down that all these are TWT:’ and 

‘anantaa:’. ^ *1HI: land'd ISP. So why can we 

not say that these are all pervasive? The sense organs are 
called ‘samaa:’ or equals for they are equally ‘upakaranas 
for the self. The several ‘vrittis of the indriyas are so 
manifold that they are called ‘ananta’. All the indriyas have 
in common the ‘upakaranatvadharma’ and so are called 
‘samaa:’. So this statement does not establish the all 
pervasiveness of the sense organs. 

The sense organs are subject to wonderful change and 
are associated with the self in accordance with his karma 
and assume larger or smaller proportions as and when the 
soul gets into larger bodies like that of an elephant or 
smaller bodies like that of a mosquito. Change of 
proportion necessitated by temporal conditions is not 
contradictory to their nature. 

<-; rENNrr feudal ^7^ i rrsn ^rfrr 



3TIU4Mchyt|q(&| ^rdmf|chl4l| I 

y«5l<^ ^ TTT^TTT TT^T:” I 

sarvaartha siddhi (p - 46) under stanza 39. 
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The several sense organs are not by nature 
(svarupata:) defective but they become ‘doshavishishta’ 
when their substratum or locus is defective. A blind man, 
therefore need not go blind when he enters into another 
body by means of the ‘parakaayapraveshavidyaa’. 

The functions of the several sense organs get 
obstructed in several states on account of the 
‘adrishtavishesha’ of the soul. Due to difference in ‘adrishta’ 
between one soul and another the sense organs are keen 
and sensitive in cases of some people like yogins and others 
where as they are dull in case of others. 

According to the Gita, 

(Gita 15 - 8) 

the soul is said to transmigrate along with his particular 
set of sense organs and so it is ordained that the Jiva enjoys 
pleasures or sorrows through the sense organs attached to 
him. The physical parts of the five elements that are 
c aapyaayakas to the sense organs leave the body at the time 
of its destruction and so these sense organs become less 
powerful at that time. But they regain their original power 
when they enter another body. 

nya. si (p - 196). The sense organs that are 
left behind by those who are liberated stay till the time of 
mahapralaya whether they are taken up by others migrating 
here or not. The indriyas are thus not destroyed at the time 
of the liberation of the soul but enters into the lives of 
other migrating Jivas. 
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“yrhMPlcAJThlf} WT 

A«o<ln” nya. si (p - 196) 

It is argued by some that Ramanuja admits that the 
conative sense organs are different from body to body as 
they would be born and destructed with each body. This 
view is attacked by Deshika who establishes on the 
authority of the comments of Ramanuja himself that the 
conative sense organs also are not non-eternal and do not 
change from body to body as they would not be subject to 
origination and destruction caused by those bodies. 

^i*«!«»>iitfln:’ I (su.Hf. p - 197) (Sri Bhashya 
III - 1 - 3; III - 1- 4) 

The followers of Yadava Prakasha affirm that the 
conative sense organs are born along with the several 
bodies and are lost with the destruction of these bodies. 
This view is not acceptable to Ramanuja. The sense organs 
originate from the ‘ahankaaratatva 5 and this ‘ahankaara 5 
does not get itself destroyed at every time of the 
destruction of everybody. On the other hand it stays till the 
time of pralaya when the evolutes merge in their origin or 
source. So it cannot be admitted that sense organs are born 
and lost at each time. On the other hand the self takes 
along with him all the eleven sense organs when he 
migrates from body to body. 

The different theories propounded regarding the sense 
organs by diffeent thinkers of the schools of Charvakas, 
Buddhists and Vaisheshikas declaring - 

□ Distinction of sex 

□ The acceptance of only cognative sense organs 
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□ The theory of only one sense organ instead of eleven 

□ ‘tvagindriya’ or touch as the only sense organ 

□ Attributing the sense organ - Lord only to the body 

□ The origination and destruction of the karmendriyas 
along with the adventures of birth and death 

□ The mind as all pervasive 

□ The mind as eternal 

□ That the mind is originated of Rajasahamkara 

□ That the mind is bhautika 

are all set at nought as they are devoid of scriptural 
sanction. 

Indriyas are declared by the scriptures to be of two 
kinds like the cognative and conative sense organs. They 
are decidedly eleven in number according to their different 
characteristics. They are different from the bodies and stay 
till the time of Mahapralaya and so they are not eternal. 
The mind being one of them cannot be treated as eternal. 
These eleven indriyas are ‘anugraahaka 5 in causing 
perception of different types. 

Of the five cognative sense organs the organ of sight 
goes out to the several objects and cognises them. (Ref ta. 
mu. ka - 40) This power is obstructed whenever it is 
blocked by any non-transparent body Even a light only 
wards off the darkness obstructing cognition but does not 
of itself bring cognition to the visual apparatus. The 
attributive consciousness flows through the sense organs 
and illumines the several objects that it contacts. The sense 
organs are so only ‘anugraahakas and it is the consciousness 
of the self that illuminates the objects of cognition. 
Ramanuja makes this point explicit when he declares - 
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‘wtfrPTT tT^T WffrT: 

jre>T*ra> ^MlRrMI^HWIIrHy-fTT^TT *Ih3c| y«hl¥|4|fa | 

TraJl^lcbrcM^ I (Gita Bhashya XIII - 17) 

i% «cjf^ !4ch l V T ^ I $ srtrtrfifo 

flwwaftm 4M<hK4> l flH ” (Gita 

Bhashya XV - 6) 

The organ of ear catches the sound that reaches it 
from afar. It is capable of cognizing the directions as well 
as the nearhood or otherwise of the sound. There is also 
another view that sound that arises near and afar is grasped 
at different times and so that sound waves travel towards 
the ear and enable sound perception. 

(ta. mu. ka 41) 

TANMATRAS - The tanmatras are defined as 'JdHI 

d-Hl3*lJ (nya. si p-197) or 
that material which comprises of the state immediately 
antecedent to the state of the elements. Tanmatra is a 
particular intermediary state between that of the ahamkara 
and the element. Milk that has begun to transform into 
curds attains a middle state in between the state of milk or 
the state of curds. Similarly the tamasahamkara that has 
commenced to transform into the five elements attains a 
state in between the ‘ahamkaaratvaavasthaa’ and the 
‘bhutatvaavasthaa’ while the ‘ahamkaaratvaavasthaa’ has 
just ended and the ‘bhutatvaavasthaa’ has just commenced. 
This is called ‘tanmaatram’ and happens to be the material 
cause of the elements unlike the qualities of sound etc or 
‘shabdaadiguna’s as the Samkhyas say. 


(^TT.fa.p - 197) 
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The element in general is defined as the material 
concentrated (utkataavasth) that is the substratum or locus 
of the qualities like sound etc. These have three states like 
'shaantatva, ghoratva and mudhatva\ ‘anukulavedaniyatva 5 
or being possible of known as favourable is ‘shaantatva’and 
the contrary is c ghoratva\ The state of being bereft of 
either is ‘mudhatva’ or being ‘udaasinavedaniyatva’ . The 
tanmatras do not have these stages or c avasthaa ? s. 

The tanmatras as well as the gross elements are five 
fold. They are ‘shabda, sparsha, rupa, rasa, gandha 5 
tanmatras and ‘aakaasha, vaayu, agni, jala and prithivi 5 

(^TT.fd.p - 197) 

The Sankhyas posit that all the five tanmatras 
originate from the tamasahamkara and of these the 
‘shabdatanmatram 5 transforms into akasha without the 
assistance of others. The other tanmatras aided by the 
previous ones evolve into the other gorss elements. Thus 

c taamasaahankaara -» 

shabda, sparsha, rupa, rasa, gandha tanmaatraani . 
shabdatanmaatram -> aakaasha: 

sparshatanmaatram helped by shabdatanmaatram vaayu: 

rupatanmaatram aided by sparshatanmaatram and shabda 
-> agni: 

rasatanmaatram aided by shabda-sparsha-rupa tanmaatram 
jalam 

gandha-unmaatram aided by shabda-sparsha-rupa-rasa 
tanmaatram —> prithivi 


dd 34lt*»IVIU^cbH | ^rHlful g d^TTdlf^T ^ 


Doctrine of Matter according to Visistadvaita 


117 


^ cFura jtuItu «jjmwra»TfSi i 

3*TSFT7TT5ig: ... 

(^n.fa. p -197) 

The above opinion of the Sankhyas is not admissible 
as it directly contradicts the statements of the infallible and 
authoritative scriptures that have shown the order of 
evolution. 

So the doctrine of the Sankhyas described above 
stands refuted. 

The characteristics of ‘Akasha’ - The definition of 
‘Akasha’ is given as follows ^rfcT 

sTbll^Nchcci ^ \ 9 We have to admit on the 

authority of the scriptures that this gross element is helping 
us immensly by 3UchNISKH I ^TT/fa. p- 198, tT/g/tf. 1- 
45. 3TtT: 

cTTc^Rf II (*T/fa. - p - 52). ‘3T^FRT or empty 

space in between two or more substances is necessary for 
avoiding their collision and enabling their easy movement. 
This is the function of ether or ‘akasha’. Space is not a 
different thing provided by Akasha, but akasha itself is that 
moving space. (Ref sa. Si p-52.) It cannot be argued that 
akasha is not necessary as mere absence of obstruction 
would enable the movement of objects for this cannot 
refute the scriptures. 

Akasha is non-eternal - The Nayyayikas argue that 
‘Akasha’ is not subject to either creation or destruction and 
hence is eternal just like the ‘self’ or Atman. But this is not 
sound. The scriptures affirm the origination of Akasha’ . 
The Sutrakara affirms that Akasha’ originates - (see 


118 


Doctrine of Matter according to Visistadvaita 


(2-3-1) ‘cfwr^ 

declares the ^fcfI What does this 

eternality mean ? Does it mean that it is far from any 
transformation or does it mean that the material exists 
always? The former is untenable for the ‘paramanu 5 -s of 
the gross elements like ‘prithivi 5 and others are also not 
subject to any transformation. The second is also not sound 
for it attempts to establish the already established. (TO.%. 
p - 198, “I - 47). Akasha is therefore ‘anitya 5 and 

‘avyaapi 5 - non-eternal and non-prvasive. 

Akasha is perceptual - Akasha is an object of 
perception. ©qln 41 & TO ’ffcT ? 

(ta. mu. ka 1-42). When we open our eyes we notice 
Akasha 5 . The birds sour in the heights. 'There is a hole 
here". "This is a well" are perceptions of the nature of 
establishing the perceptibility of Akasha 5 . It may be argued 
Akasha is not perceptible being impossible of sight and 
touch being bpreft of form and touch. Even other sense 
organs like that of the ear and the nose as well as the 
tongue cannot grasp it. It is even impossible of mental 
perception. So Akasha 5 is not perceptible. This prima facie 
view is refuted for akasha is not bereft of rupa or form 

(sa. si p-51). Akasha also 
has got rupa on account of the principle of quintuplication 
and is not impossible of being perceived by the eye. 

: 1-43.) 

Moreover an object though bereft of rupa or form can 
be perceptible to all the six cognative sense organs. For 
example kala or time is with no form but yet is perceptible. 
If it is argued that rupa or form must be the cause of visual 
perception in the case of objects other than time or kala as 
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time though formless is perceptible, it will be replied that 
nothing stands in the way of admitting the perceptibility of 
the formless akasha also just like time also on account of 
its being perceptible. Ref nya. si p-198. The several 

directions or C R?T:* are included in ‘Akasha’ alone. They are 
not different categories. 


The Buddhists and some Charvakas also argue that 
there are only four elements and ‘Akasha’ is only 

‘Avaranaabhava’. ^ | ^ ^ I 

i q cwicbm: i 

-46) So they say that 
there is no Akasha itself. For this the following reply is 
given - ‘The Akasha is seen as a bhavapadartha. 
*THT?T*rafcr tUFlpHMHI:! T ^ Wf 

^Tlf^r I (cr.g.^B. 1-46) 


So is the perceptibility of ‘Akasha’ established. From 
Akasha originates the ‘sparshatanmatram' from which vayu 
is evolved. 


Vayu is perceptible - The Nayyayikas argue that Vayu 
is not perceived by the sense of touch as it is bereft of any 
form. Being formless, they say Vayu is not possible of 
perception. This viewpoint is inadmissible for the 
perception of vayu cannot be avoided. We form a direct 
perception of vayu and say it blows. It is cognisable 
through the sense of touch or ‘sparsha 5 . There is no 
question of inference of Vayu at all through touch for the 
quality of touch cannot exist independently like that of 
‘gandha’. It also may be pointed out that the same position 
has to be accepted regarding the case of fire, water or 
Earth for after separating the quality of touch in them also, 
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we may proceed to infer them through these qualities. In 
that case even those gross elements like the Earth, fire or 
water will not be objects of perception born out of the sense 
of touch. A blind person cognises objects only through 
touch and never through sight. So Vayu is directly perceived 
through the sense of touch though it is bereft of the 
qualities grasped by other sense organs. Fire is ‘nirgandha’ 

and ‘PlUr but yet is cognised by ‘darshana’ and ‘sparshana’. 

1-51) 




(^IT.fa. p - 199) 


‘tHTST roRlf^y 

I ^ dl^lMcilST 

rT^T 1% tT«n 

Social |* (*!.%. p - 58) 


The Prameya sangraha says - 

^TfrF:’ I (^IT.fa p - 199) So is the 
perceptibility of Vayu establised. 

The characteristic of Vayu - Vayu is characterised by 
its ‘tiryaggamana’ or downward movement when it is not 
obstructed by any ‘prithividravya’ or by another wind wave. 
This might be due to its inherent nature or the will of God. 

‘cFBI ^ TPfl: T^nTRTST 31fEfcq% 

fcnferarar^’i(^n.-fe. P - 199) Whirlwinds as well as 
upward movements are caused by external pressure of 
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different winds or obstructive materials. The plurality of 
wind is established by this. The winds are many and 

different I (x^TT.fa p - 199) 

When wind is obstructed from all sides it gets the 
‘stambheebhaava’. Vayu is defined as 

TRj and so according 

to this though it is bereft of the qualities of heat or cold by 
nature it is superimposed with the qualities of coldness or 
heat due to contact with water or fire and good and bad 
smell due to contact with several objects possessing these 
qualities of fragrance or otherwise. 

Vayu is beneficient to mankind by its fourfold existence 
namely tvagindriyaapyaayaka, praana, sharira and vishaya. 
^ cdP'lP^lwiW^ 3TT°T ?rfkf^W?XTcRn ^ 
I’C^n.fa. p - 199) 


Vayu is ‘aapyaayaka 5 to the sense organ of touch or 
tvagindriya residing as one with it. 

In the second form Vayu assumes the form of the 
vital airs and sustains the existence of all living beings. 


Prana is a vayu-vishesha - Prana is a particular kind of 
Vayu and not merely wind. The scriptures count prana 

together with Vayu, ^ I 

^(cKN: I (Ref Narayanopanishat) and differentiate 
it from ordinary wind. Prana is neither the action of Vayu 
for it is accepted as a material or dravya. It is not entirely a 
different entity from Vayu for it is named as Pranavayu 
itself. Prana cannot be even considered as the element of 
Vayu that forms the causal state of forming the body. 
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p - 59) The Pranavayu is quite different from the 
body as it is affirmed by the scriptures 
JJFlt ^frfcT dN<H^: (The Gitakara says) *icc|l 

snfaHi ^nfira:,i jii«iwh«hi^t»»: (Gita) 

So Pranavayu which is a particular kind of Vayu prescribed 
to be known by the shastras like yoga and others assumes 
the tenfold form of prana, apaana, vyaana, udaana, 
samaana, naaga, kurma, krukara, devadatta and 
dhananjaya. So it is decided that prana is not mere Vayu 

but a particular type of Vayu. 

I 1-53) 

The Sutrakara establishes that the Mahaprana is not 
merely the second gross element or its action of tremor 
‘spandarupakriya’ but only Vayu that has attained an 

avasthantara in the sutra ‘^T ell^fsh^ (^.^J 

II-4-8) He also affirms by the sutra 

II-4-11) that apaana, vyaana, udaana and samaana 
are all different vruttis of one and the same prana. Though 
desire (kama), thought, decision and others are different 
they are taken to be the different vruttis or states of one 
and the same mind. Similarly the vital airs are different 
vruttis of one and the same pranavayu. 

The Pranavayu supports the indriyas and the body and 
is thus beneficient to all living beings. This Pranavayu exists 

even in immovable bodies like trees as in movables, 

If there were no 

pranavayu there the tree could not have absorbed water 
and carried it to the different parts of the tree like the 
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flowers, leaves, fruits and others. But in the sthavara bodies 
the pranavayu does not exist in its fivefold states. 


wntetsft ctpt wtt Titer 


The savants of yoga have prescribed the control of this 
pranavayu alone through the means of ‘rechaka-puraka 5 and 
‘kumbhaka’ as the fourth step of the eight-fold 

ashtaangayoga. 

(^TT.% p- 199) The yoga shastras and ayurveda 
deal with these vital airs in greater detail. 

This in brief is about the second benefit that results to 
mankind by Prana. 

Pure vayu different from the vital airs forms the 
material cause of the body in combination with the other 
four gross elements. Such aerial bodies are found in 
vayuloka. 

The fourth type of Vayu is different from the other 
three dealt with before namely ‘tvagindriyaapyaayaka’, 
‘praana 5 , and ‘sharira’ and is called c vishayavayu\ This is of 
the form of terrible storms and air caused by the fans and 
others. 


‘yiuu<s<ji^ ctm'h-ii ire* I 

fT^VKHrci cll^yxj^ f^TTrci 

xlUicilddlrt^ I (^IT.fo. p-199). 


Tejas - From Vayu originates the rupa tanmatra and 
from this tejas or fire is evolved. The scripture Vaayoragni:’ 
refers to tejas alone. A doubt arises here. We have seen in 
one daily experience that the leaves, grass and wood alone 
turn into ashes, smoke and flames. These are all ‘paarthiva’ 
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matter and wind only helps this matter to burn and 
transform into fire. And it is unreasonable to state that 
only peculiar fuel generates peculiar fire. So the paarthiva 
material happens to be the material cause of fire and vayu 
is only efficient cause or instrumental in the generation of 
fire. So the statement Vaayoragni:’ implies only that Vayu 
is the instrumental cause of fire. This contention is 
unfounded for the term vayu in the ablative case implies 
only the state of materialcause as is found in the case of 
other words with the same termination in the same context 

- ‘‘WTRTc*FT 3f|cbmiai^:’ etc. The word 

‘vayo: 5 implies only ‘upaadaanatva’. Moreover in the 
‘layaprakarana 5 agni or tejas is said to immerse itself in 
Vayu. Laya is possible only in the material cause and never 
in the instrumental one. Wood, leaves and grass are 
composed of the five elements as per the principle of 
quintuplication and so fire emanates from these materials 
only on account of its latent particles of tejas. So fire is not 
caused only by the parthiva material. Parts of Agni exist 
there even before they burn and also after fire is 
extinguished. 

Those particles are very subtle and are not visualised. 
Moreover fire is generated even from the waters of the 
ocean as well as watery clouds. Can we so say that water is 
the material cause of fire? No. 

'3^cT (^TT.%. p-200). 

So such parts of tejas that are latent in several objects 
assume the form of external fire. When a favorable 
situation occurs and this happens at the time of 
‘Vyashtisrishti’ which is only after ‘panchikarana 5 but during 
the ‘samashtisrishti" vayu alone is the material cause of fire 
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as established in the scriptures. 

‘ 3T7T: id I M<;M lr^ 

3T^^rdfrRnTWr I oi|f|>^VII^I <X TTcT 

^8Jj^3RT: (^T.ft. p-200). 

The definition of tejas is given as follows - <J w l'^Tcc| 

^iwf^MciTciiRch ^ ^5 rt1 -&m*( i (^n.fo. p- 200 ). 


The material which is qualified by the touch of heat or 
brightness (lustre) is tejas. c cT^ 

(^TT.%. p-200) Tejas is necessary for cognising all objects 
other than darkness. Darkness can be cognised without the 
aid of light. This is beneficient to the eyes of those that are 
unaided by the ungent as well as the eyes of living beings 
other than those like the owls. Intense light is necessary 

for cognising minute objects, (^n.%. p-200). Here the 
tejas that helps the cognition of objects is different from 
that which is c indriyaapyaayika\ For this reason namely that 
such ‘indriyaapyaayakatejas’ resides in the eye so long as 
the eye is active and hence exists even in darkness when 
cognition of objects is not possible only by that alone. So 
to enable cognition of objects tejas quite different from that 
of the ‘indriyaapyaayika’ is necessary. This tejas also is four¬ 
fold namely 1. ‘indriyaapyaayaka’ 2. ‘vaishvaanara* 3. 
‘sharira 5 and 4. ‘visaya’. 

The Indriyaapyaayaka tejas was explained before. The 
vaishvaanara resides inside the body and aided by the five¬ 
fold pranavayu helps digestion of food and drink. Ref nya. si 
(p-200). The third kind of tejas namely sharira is distinct from 
the other two and happens to be the material cause of the 
body with the other four elements and the bodies of tejas are 
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that of the Sun and Agni that are found in the tejoloka. 

The fourth is different from all the other three. 
Sunshine, lightening, Earthly fire and moonlight are the 
vishayatejas. 

Here comes the question of nature of light and 
luminosity. Tejas is of two kinds namely prabhaa and 
prabhaavat. Prabha or light is a particular kind of tejas that 
is subject to contraction or expansion according to the 
existence or otherwise of an aavarana and that is capable of 
extending far or nearby in accordance with its intensity and 

capacity - ^T^IT^ T r 

This light is produced along with its substratum and is 
destroyed along with it. It is narrow at the point of its locus 
but becomes wider and wider as it extends or traverses 

farther. Wl’. So it 

is said to be having ^SrH^cq and Luminosity or 

prabha is not at any cost the component parts of the 
prabhaavat. (cL*}.^>. 1-56). The parts or tfvayavas of the 
light do not emerge on all sides in the form of lustre. If so 
several objects like the gems and the Sun ought to have 
been exhausted of their content of brightness resulting in 
their very destruction. Moreover it is impossible that the 
component parts are dispersed by the light for the very 
reason that luminosity cannot be disturbed by wind. 

The course of the Sun’s light that falls on the Earth is 
not diverted by wind. Likewise the light that falls on a wall 
through a wind is not diverted by the blowing of wind just 
like the fire particles of Earth. Luminosity is a real entity 
of a light but different and distinct from it and this resides 
at its locus or substratum such as a lamp or a gem or the 
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Sun and traverses straight so far as its intensity permits. 

It is necessary to deal with the nature of the flame of 
a lamp in this connection. The ‘loukikagni’ in the form of a 
flame gets destroyed at the very time of the destruction of 
its locus. So, we must admit its transitoriness. The oil, wick 
and other things necessary for the flame do not come 
together only once and so also the above decision cannot 
be avoided. The causal collocation of a flame gets together 
stage by stage and results in the production of a number of 
flames and so we must admit the destruction of all those 
flames to avoid incompatibility of not seeing a number of 
flames at the same moment. We observe only one single 
flame and so the destruction of others has to be admitted. 
Flame after flame is produced and destroyed and so there 
is a continuous stream of flames resulting in the illusion of 
a single flame due to close similarity though there are a 
good number of them. 

It cannot also be argued that these flames get 
themselves destroyed without any cause for it is impossible 
to think of an effect without a potent cause. The general 
causes like ‘adrushta’ and ‘Ishwara’ exist always or the 
speed itself in the stream of flames might be the cause of 
the destruction of the former flames just as speed alone is 
responsible for the destruction of a lump of mud that falls 
on the ground. 

The substratum that is inseparably connected with 
luminosity is prabhavat. Light and lustre are inseparably 
related with each other. These two are the two real forms 
of tejas and are different from each other. 

3TFT: - (Water) From tejas originates the 
‘rasatanmaatram’ and from this is water evolved. It is 
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defined as ‘VtcTFPffar? PupMc^fcl The 

quality of intensified cold touch is the differentia of 
‘jalatattva’. Water by nature is white, sweet and cold but 
assumes different colours and tastes and temperature due 
to its contact with different substrata. ‘Dravatva’ or fluidity 
is the characteristic of water. This is again of four 
categories namely ‘praanaapyaayaka, rasanaapyaayaka, 

sharira and vishaya. It is stated in the scriptures as 3 uhI*w 

SIFT: to show it "prahapyaayakatva" and it can be perceived 
that it is ‘rasanaapyaayaka’ in the form of Saliva that is 
secreted at the time of chewing our food. Jalasharira is that 
which is found in Varunaloka. For vishayajala rivers, oceans 
and others are examples. 

- This jalatattva is the source of gandha tanmatra 
and Earth originates from it. It is defined as 
Ul<=lc4 *rfcr Earth is by nature fragrant, 

tasteful, dark and devoid of cold or hot touch. %T 'SFR 
T^<^W||^wj||^nd^^ldr (^IT.fa. p-20) 

The ‘anushnaashitasparsha’ continues at all times. Hot 
or cold touch is only due to contact with-fire or water. The 
Chandogya Upanishat affirms that the Earth is black by 

the statement Different colours are not 

impossible due to various kinds of ‘paripaaka’. Similarly 
though fragrance is the characteristic of Earth, other kinds 
of smell are possible due to ‘paripaakavishesha’. 

or sweet taste is the natural quality of water, 
which is the material cause of Earth, and so madhuryarasa 
as a rule follows in Earth also. But other tastes might also 
follow due to paripaka. Likewise should not the quality of 
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‘dravatva’ found in the cause follow even in its effect? It 
does. Though this dravatva is obstructed in certain parts of 
Earth due to different reasons resulting in hardness it 
becomes manifested at some otherparts due to the contact 
of fire and water. This is beneficient to mankind being 

‘aapyaayaka’ to the mind and the sense organs. % 

supports this, ^ % PfcMalso supports 

that this is ‘aapyaayaka’ to the sense organs. Prithivi is the 
material cause of the several bodies of men, beasts and 
immovables. Mud, stones, trees and darkness are all 
examples of ‘vishayaprithivi’. 

cTRff - Darkness is affirmed to be a How 

can this be ? A material is that which is the locus of a state. 
In darkness there is the blue colour and the action of 

movement is also visible, 1-60. We can cognise 

darkness without the aid of any light by our own eyes. 
Darkness is not mere absence of light. It cannot be said 
that the blue colour is superimposed in it for it is never 
seen otherwise. The scriptures speak of both darkness and 

light as and admits both of them 

as real and distinct objects, and other such 

statements affirm that tamas also is the body of the inner 
controller. So tamas is a different and distinct entity. 
Deshika mentions the various opinions of celebrated 
thinkers about darkness in his Nyaya Siddhanjana in great 

detail and concludes that it is only parthiva ‘cT^iPh 



chlci: - After dealing with the twentyfour categories 
forming avyakta we will now take up kala, which is the 
other jadadravya. 



130 


Doctrine of Matter according to Visistadvaita 


Time is eternal - Kala or time is eternal. It has neither 
a beginning nor an end. The theory that kala is created 
from mayatattva is untenable as it is ruled out by scripture 

TRltSFI This theory of the 

creation of time is opposed to even ordinary reasoning. 


^ TRRT: <=hl^HlWlRl W( 

^ Pk4<=hrci 

I sJtK^ 

r 1-67 


Does time continue or not after pralaya? Does it not 
exist even before the world is recreated? If it exists then 
there is no need for its creation from mayatatva. After all 
what is creation? It is mere ‘avasthaantaraapatthi’ or change 
of state for the subde to the gross. This does not apply to 
time. Time is referred to by scriptures as before creation 
or after creation. The ‘before’ and ‘after’ of these 

statements become incompatible if did not exist at all 
times. If these references to time are meaningful then time 
has to be admitted as real and eternal. Nor can it be argued 
that time is negated in the past and future in relation to 
space for designating the attributes of pastness or 
futureness to space it is inevitable that it should be related 
to time. Spatial references are necessarily temporal. 

Tffi: cTT I 

«hl«l ^ II 

TTrT: d<»ll4 %sqft|| 

(^T.%. p-204) 
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Just as time is eternal and necessarily related with the 
world here it is found even in the Nityavibhuti, which is 
pure satva, only with this difference that it is subordinate 
to all objects there instead of subordinating them as in the 
case of the ‘triguna 5 . So, kala does continue there also. 

(^TT.fo. p-204) 

This is made clear by the statements < =We» '-Mel ?T? 
tT? ^ ' etc. If this is not accepted the statements 

cannot be explained. 

- Time is perceived by all the six 
cognative sense organs at the time of perceiving the several 
objects. We see objects qualified by temporal relations. 
Time need not be an object of inference as it is observed 
inevitably along with the objects of perception. Our 
perceptions are of the kind viz ‘This stands here for a 
moment; I hear the sound now’ etc. 

i (cT/g.^F 

- 1 - 68 ) 


It cannot be said that time is inferred after obstructing 
objects connected with priority and posteriority which 
process is a far fetched one. Time is associated with the 
several objects at the time of perception itself and so is an 
object of direct perception. 




«www || 
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1 riW,ofiTct*|4dl ||’ 


(^n.fa. p-205) 


Even those who argue that time can be inferred have 
to admit its perceptibility as they posit the reason a ‘hetu’ 
that objects are related to time as ‘paratva’ and ‘aparatva’. 
This in the long run amounts to perception itself. After all 
inference is based on perception. So time is not exclusively 
to be inferred. It is directly perceivable. The Nyaya tattva 

expounds (^TT.fa. p-205) just to 

establish that time cannot be negated by inference. The very 
same text affirms ^ 

cfftfcT ^ I'MM Ml WTfo 

(^n.%. p-205). 


Bhagavan Ramanuja says in his Sribhashya that time 
does not exist independent of the objects 

Mcf-W'-W ^M'lfcdccl ^rf^TT:’ 


(Sribhashya II-2-31). The Shrutaprakashikakara comments 
on this statement as 

and establishes that time is all pervasive and one. 3RT ^ 


Time or kala is found in its double aspect as ‘ mahakala ’ 
and ‘ khandakala ’. Mahakala qualifies all objects of all the 
worlds and is all pervasive. Similarly khandakala in the 
form of kshana, lava, dina, paksa, maasa are also pervasive 
of all things of all the worlds. The entire world exists in 
relation to that perticular point of time and has the quality 
of Ucf^c-M #MtW 
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Time is subject to vikara or change. What is vikara or 
mutation? We observe change in a clod of mud when it is 
shaped into a jar. The component parts of mud undergo a 
change to take the form of a jar. So we generally form the 
idea that vikara or change is possible only in an object 

which is But this is not all correct. Even a 

‘niravayava dravya’ can undergo vikara. Then we have to 
define vikara in its correct sense. Vikara is the attainment 

of a necessitating a different name. The 

attains the janyadharma of ghatatva and comes to be 
designated as a ghata. Similarly time is subject to the 

janyadharma of $l u lcc|, etc and gets different names. 

So the different states of kshanatva, dinatva and others are 
said to be the vikara of time. This vikarasvarupa of time is 
explained by Ramanuja in his Vedartha Sangraha 

. (^3TT.fa. p-205). Sri 

Narayanarya says in his Nitimala the same changing nature 
of time in the following words - <o hlc»l5*1l€H'-dl5'3Ha 

| R e fnya. 

si (p-205). 

Is an all pervading object subject to mutation? Yes. 
Even a vibhudravya is subject to vikara as we take vikara 
to mean ‘avasthaantaraapatti’ instead of 
‘avayavaparivartana’. A ‘niravayavadravya’ though is 
incapable of ‘avayavaparivartana’ is not so of 
‘avasthaantaraapatti’. 

(^TT.fa. p-205) 
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Even a vibhudravya has the states of officiating as a 
cause as laid down in the scriptures. The relationship of 
cause and effect as such in general is not possible to be 
disregarded by anyone. But it may be argued thus - “A 
vibhudravya has no kaaranatva for it exists in all places at 
all times and results in the incompatibility of the effect 
being present always in all places. But the relationship 
between cause and effect is not so. It is restricted. We 
observe the effect only in such times and places where the 
causal collocation is complete. The kaaranasaamagri exists 
in a particular place at a particular point of time and 
produces the effect only there. If an eternal and all 
pervading object becomes the cause the effect must also be 
likewise. This is far from experience. So it is essential to 
admit that vibhudravyas have no kaaranatva”. 


This argument is not correct. Firstly this is opposed to 
scriptures. For the scriptures affirm kaaranatva to 
vibhudravyas. 


' e f)K u lccj ^ 

dM'-dVllfa *1 Willed I 


I tilMMld: 
(^T.%. p-204). 



An all pervasive eternal object can possess kaaranatva 
even without these two namely desha and kaala. This 
would be possible both by positive and negative 
concomitance. So kala is qualified by eternity, pervasiveness 
and parinaama. 

Time is not identical with God. It is distinct and 
different from aakasha and others, 1-65) This is 

established by scriptures as a different entity from 
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prakruthi and purusha. The Vishnupurana also describes 
this, ‘‘icfwit: % ... (Vi. pu.) 

In some contexts the cosmic principle is called kala. 

The great sage Parashara has 
himself said so. So it is futile to admit another entity namely 
Time apart from God. But this argument is not all sound 
for God is declared to be the inner soul or indwelling 
principle of even Time in the above context as in the case 
of the self, mind and ahankara. Moreover Time is declared 
unequivocally as a different entity by virtue of its being the 
material cause of all effects and being pervasive and eternal. 

*5(&l ^ii<w c hlc>:’ is an example of this. This is the 
vibhuti of the cosmic principle just like other objects and 
so Time is a different and distinct entity from God. 

SRTf^f i raT^^flc5: , (cT.'3.'3>. 1-66) 

Direction - dik or direction is accepted as an eternal 
pervasive entity by the Nayyayikas. But this is not admitted 
by Vishishtadvaitha. Direction is not a different entity. It is 
subsumed under ‘aakasha’ alone. The different names for 
directions are given according to the nearhood or otherwise 
or being in front or behind the space where the Sun arises. 

(^TT.f^T. p-206). The statements 

■fi&T: mean the creation of the respective presiding 

deities. (^T.%. p-206). 

So far we have discussed how the universe comprising 
of the twenty four categories is evolved from the one 
cosmic stuff the ‘mulaprakruthi’. This cosmic stuff or achit 
assumes self-differentiation in successive stages and forms 
the twenty four categories namely prakruthi, mahat, 
ahankaara, eleven indriyas, five tanmatras and five 
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mahabhutas according to the will of the Paramatman. 

These twenty form categories as well as the finite self 
are admitted by the philosophers of the Sankhya school 
also. The Sankhyas attribute everything to the cosmic stuff 
itself and posit that mula prakruthi undergoes all these 
changes independently The Sankhyas cannot explain the 
fact of the inert matter undergoing change like that. The 
fact of consciousness cannot be explained in matter. But 
the school of Vishishtadvaitha upholds that mere matter 
cannot function without the will of the divine. Prakruthi 
can itself transform into the form of the twentyfour 
categories only on account of the immanence of God. God 
is abiding in avyakta and has it as His mode. He is the first 
and the instrumental cause and nothing can happen without 
the sankalpa or will of God. So it is the conclusion of 
Vishishtadvaitha that the Supreme is the inner controller 
or antaryaami of all objects sentient and non-sentient and 
that He alone is responsible for all that comes into being. 
This conclusion is arrived at in the light of the infallible 
scriptures. So avyakta or the cosmic stuff transforms into 
different categories only ensouled by the divine and so the 
ultimate analysis says that it is God, the inner soul of 
avyakta that is the material cause of the universe. 

This aspect of creation of the elements and the sense 
organs is called ‘samashti srushti’ or collective aspect. The 
next stage would be vyashti srushti in which the elements 
are combined by tripartition or ‘trivruthkarana’ to form the 
gross universe. The sadvidya of the Chandogya Upanishat 
deals with this aspect of creation. This trivruthkarana 
implies panchikarana or quintuplication by means of which 

all the qualities are included in all elements. 1-17) 

This quintuplication is necessary for the formation of the 
gross universe with all its objects for the categories and 
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elements by themselves are not capable of functioning at 
all. After quintuplication everything will be ready and fully 
equipped for the finite self to enter into it. The Supreme 
happens to be the indwelling principle of the finite selves 
and makes the finite selves, his modes, enter into different 
bodies according to their previous karma and differentiates 
names and forms. The process of individuation is carried 
out by the Supreme, through Brahma, the fourfaced 
creator. These are described in the Puranas in great detail. 

Thus Vishishtadvaitha rightly understands according 
to the scriptures that all categories or tattvas exist, function 
and transform only in accordance with the will of the 
Divine, who is immanent in all, though transcends them. It 
is seen from the above that the various changes of 
jadadravya or achit are possible due to His will alone. 

Jadadravya divided into avyakta and kaala forms the 
lilavibhuti of God. The avyakta is the mode of the cosmic 
principle who as well pervades the eternity and infinity of 
kala. This is one aspect of the philosophy of reality. 

The Gita affirms in the words of Bhagavan Krishna that 
the category of prakruti is the ‘aparaaprakruthi’ as 
follows - 

34q$k ^ II Githa 7-4. 

The eight forms of the aparaaprakruti mentioned here 
include the twenty four categories described above under 
the main head of jadadravya. Bhagavan Krishna has 

announced that all materials are his modes - 

3fhcT ^ So all materials of all types form 

naturally the body of the cosmic self at all places, time and 
states of these. This achit, due to God’s will, forms the 
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body of the finite self according to his karma for the 
enjoyment of the fruits of his actions. 


This prakruti tattva is to be understood first of all as 
it screens from us the nature of the real self and the 
universal self. This limits our knowledge and creates a 
sense of pleasure in itself which is abhogya. It obstructs 
our self realisation and God realisation. 


says 


Ramanuja in his Gadyam. So it is our primary duty to know 
the nature of prakruthi to be safe from its dangerous 
influences and for developing an attitude of disgust and 
rejection of it and also for renunciation. 
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